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Abstract 
Greece has been experiencing the consequences of a deep economic crisis for nine 
consecutive years since 2008. This has adversely affected the entire business sector of the 
country. Due to its unique business sector characteristics, meaning the fact that in Greece 
the greatest percentage of the companies are micro SMEs and SMEs, the conditions 
during the economic crisis years (2008-2016) have significantly worsened. The 
socioeconomic conditions in Greece since the beginning of the crisis, combined with the 
characteristics of the SMEs and the SMEs’ organizational level, are the sources behind 
the problems experienced by these SMEs.  
This present research studied the identification of a specific Turnaround Strategies Mix, 
as well as the factors affecting those strategies, and furthermore the impact of those 
strategies on the Greek SMES’ performance and viability. Despite the fact that many 
researchers have supported that organizational change and top-level management 
replacement should be followed by Retrenchment Strategies for declining SMEs’ 
survival, the present research investigates and identifies Turnaround Strategies, focusing 
on their ability to improve the SMEs’ viability and survival. This has been made effective 
since the researcher, based on previous researchers’ Turnaround models, conducted the 
present research’s model by altering the Investment Strategies, instead of the 
Retrenchment ones. The business environment complexity into which the sequence of 
these Turnaround Strategies (Turnaround Process) takes place, creates factors that  affect 
this process. This research examines and identifies as critical factors, the impact of the 
SMEs’ owners or managers’ personal profile characteristics, the economic crisis effects 
and the firm’s debt extent-leverage that affect the Turnaround Strategies Mix adopted by 
the Greek SMEs in order to achieve their survival and improve their financial 
performance during deep economic recession circumstances. The scope of the research 
was to analyse the collected data from the conducted sample of 209 Ionian Islands Greek 
SMEs and the Turnaround Strategies they implemented as a result of the economic crisis 
and the deterioration of their profitability. The main Turnaround Strategies investigated 
were Organizational Change, Investment vs Retrenchment, Innovation Strategies and 
Market Strategies (including Export Orientation). The research conducted was based on 
the proposed model and studied the operating SMEs in the Ionian Island region in Greece 
while a new prototype Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) was 
introduced by the researcher to evaluate those Strategies. The results of the present 
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research showed that the Turnaround Strategy Mix, which was used by the research’s 
proposed model, positively affect the performance, viability and survival of the SMEs 
during economically stressed conditions. Furthermore, this research’s findings showed 
the positive impact on the Greek micro SMEs and SMEs’ performance and viability from 
the use of a specific Turnaround Strategies Mix during economic crisis circumstances. 
Therefore these findings could be very important for the SMEs’ owners or managers, as 
well as researchers, government organizations, policy makers, and, business advisors. 
The present study contributes to knowledge (originality) at a theoretical level with the 
measurement instrument (TSMI) introduced, adding the relevant gap in the Turnaround 
literature, as well as on the empirical level by proposing a specific Turnaround Strategy 
Mix for the Greek SMEs, on the one hand, and by identifying those factors that affect the 
utilization of specific Turnaround Strategies by the Greek SMEs on the other hand. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
Finding the root causes of the global financial downturn will take us back to the year 2007 
and the U.S. banking industry. According to Saxton (2008), the first seeds of this 
phenomenon were planted during the late 1980’s and the 1990’s, when U.S. banks 
gradually, but steadily relaxed the criteria with which they gave out housing loans. This 
course of action rapidly increased the cash flow on the U.S. market leading to the housing 
boom, also known as the mortgage boom, of the 1990’s and 00’s, undermining the 
foundations of the U.S. banking sector. The value of all those mortgages collected by 
commercial banks, a large number of which had been repackaged and sold to investors 
and investment banks all over the world, started to decline. During 2007, the crisis came 
when the prices of U.S. real estate plummeted and the infamous housing bubble burst. 
The collapse of the real estate market in the U.S. caused a fundamental imbalance 
between financial instruments and real economy, which in turn triggered the global 
financial crisis. While the financial crisis that has been tormenting the global economy 
for the past years has taken a variety of different forms, its latest being the public debt 
crisis that has so fiercely struck the Euro zone, its undisputable place of birth was in the 
U.S. banking crisis that erupted in 2007 (Saxton, 2012).  The global financial crisis 
significantly affected, the level of real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth worldwide, 
while the freezing of credit was largely responsible for the devastating impact on the real 
economy which led to negative GDP growth rates (UNCTAD, 2010). Although the crisis 
hit almost every country in the entire world, the rate and the ways in which they were 
affected were different for each country. The significant reduction of the GDP rate, which 
turned negative, caused demand in almost every business sector to collapse. As a result, 
a great number of firms and organizations, all over the world had to cope with the 
economic recession circumstances in order to survive and remain viable. According to 
OECD (2009) annual report, SMEs worldwide suffered a double shock, due to the 
demand’s collapse and the tightening of terms in credit policies which caused them 
serious cash flow problems. 
 
1.1 Background of the problem 
Greece is experiencing for the tenth consecutive year, since 2008, the effects of the deep 
economic recession that has engulfed the country. During this period, the country's micro, 
small and medium–sized enterprises (micro SMEs and SMEs) have suffered the greatest 
17 
blow from this continuous recession. The state policies focus on economic austerity 
without taking additional measures to counter the effects of the recession; the recently 
adopted measures include: a) increase of taxes, b) lowest wage’s and salaries reductions, 
and c) decrease of liquidity for enterprises. According to the Bank of Greece’s yearly 
report (2018), during the period 2008-2017, tax revenues increased as a GDP rate from 
33.4% to 42.1%, the lowest wages were further decreased by 24.7% for the same period 
while the credit expansion rate turned to negative (-4.4%). According to the National 
Confederation of Hellenic Commerce (2011), the problems that entrepreneurship is 
facing in Greece, will lead the Greek micro SMEs and SMEs to a dead-end and the Greek 
economy to a deeper downturn. 
According to data published by the Small Enterprises’ Institute of the Hellenic 
Confederation of Professionals, Craftsmen and Merchants - Imegsevee (2012), a large 
number of SMEs (about 130,000 SMEs) withdrew from the Greek market during the 
period between the years 2008 and 2012 (October). Eurostat estimates that the total 
number of SMEs closed between 2008 and 2011 is 108,572 (Kotsios and Mitsios, 2013). 
As a result, the number of active SMEs is not only at levels below those of 2008 (which 
was the beginning of the crisis) but also below those of 2005 (the base year). This has 
resulted in the reduction of domestic production and business yearly turnover, the rise of 
unemployment, the reduction in consumption, and, finally, a drastic drop in the consumer 
confidence index scores. All these effects have led to the deterioration of macroeconomic 
indicators for the economy.  
Strategic management, among other subjects, studies the cases involving the adoption of 
recovery / reversal (Turnaround) strategies of business organizations on the verge of 
decline or even collapse/ bankruptcy etc. In the case of Greece, more than 2,000 
companies have been documented so far that have applied for Chapter 99 of the 
Bankruptcy Law in order to stabilize and recover (Manetas and Liamis, 2012; Sklavos, 
2016). 
Many researchers have focused their efforts on the study of the Turnaround (Recovery/ 
Reversal) strategies framework (Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000; Cater and Schwab, 
2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Finklin, 1985; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Shapiro, 1989; 
Sudarsanam and Lai, 2001). These research approaches mainly concern the causes 
identified when business organisations are facing performance decline, as well as the 
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probability of a successful recovery by adopting Turnaround Strategies. Moreover, many 
researchers have focused not only on identifying the strategies that have been successful 
in the firms’ recovery, but also in determining the proper sequence of time periods, phases 
or stages, of different strategies implementation, in order to achieve the maximum 
positive effect (Robbins and Pearce 1992). 
  
 Research’s Aims and Objectives 
According to the National Bank of Greece report (2012), the economic crisis impact on 
the Greek micro SMEs is reflected on the target they have set, as survival is their strategic 
priority. As mentioned in section 1.1, due to the economic crisis a large number of the 
Greek SMEs have withdrawn from the market (Imegsevee, 2012). 
However, many Greek SMEs have not only managed to survive in these conditions of 
deep economic recession, but have also achieved a good economic performance. This 
raises the questions: Why have some SMEs managed to survive and others, not? What 
strategies did they adopt and apply in order to maintain their performance sustainability 
and viability? Therefore, the key questions which provided motivation for this thesis 
were: Could the adoption of recovery/reversal (Turnaround) strategies by SMEs help 
them counter the effects of the deep economic recession and, if so, to what extent? 
Furthermore, what are the factors that influence the effective adoption and 
implementation of such strategies? 
Present study aims to: 
• Identify the factors that affect the adoption and implementation of those 
Turnaround Strategies that could lead Greek SMEs to survival, and, furthermore, 
to maintain sustainability during economic crisis circumstances. 
• Study the impact on the Greek SMEs’ performance and viability of a specific 
Turnaround Strategy Mix into which investment strategies could be employed 
instead of retrenchment ones.   
 
Investment Strategies include expenditure on innovation, product diversification and 
market expansion (mainly overseas). The recession could be considered to be an 
opportunity for strategic change implementation by the SMEs, that would otherwise have 
not occurred. Such strategies are risky and the risk-taking (personal profile characteristic) 
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is the requirement by the SMEs’ owners or managers. It is, therefore, very important to 
measure the effectiveness of corporate Recovery/ Reversal strategies as well as the factors 
affecting the utilization of those Turnaround Strategies during economic crisis 
circumstances. The present study also seeks to contribute to the formulation of a “strategic 
business framework” that would be able to identify the corporate Recovery/ Reversal 
strategies which, if adopted by the Greek SMEs, would be able to ensure their survival 
and help them to achieve long-term sustainability. For that purpose, the main objectives 
are: 
• To examine and analyse through an empirical investigation the employed 
Turnaround Strategies by the Greek SMEs focusing on a random stratified sample 
of 550 Greek Ionian Islands SMEs, operating in several sectors of business 
activity. 
• To collect, for that purpose, all necessary data using  a closed type questionnaire 
specifically designed and distributed to the research’s formulated sample.    
• To evaluate the employed Turnaround Strategies by the Greek SMEs introducing 
a new Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) for that purpose, 
filling the gap so far in the Turnaround literature. 
 
 
1.2 Milieu of the study 
Turnaround (Rescue) Strategies are part of strategic management, and in particular, the 
school of adaptation strategies (Lawrence 1995). Since the middle of the 1970’s and 
during the 1980’s, many researchers have pursued on the study of turnaround strategies, 
signalling the beginnings of corporate recovery research (Finkelstein and Hambrick, 
1996; Hambrick and Schecter, 1983; Harrigan, 1980; Hofer, 1980; Miles and Snow, 1978; 
Miller et al., 1984; Porter, 1980; Schendel et al., 1976). At the same time, many 
researchers focused, on specific characteristics or stages of the turnaround process so 
there is growing literature on every subject concerning it (Bibeault, 1982; Slatter, 1984; 
Robbins and Pearce 1992; Barker and Mone, 1994). Other studies in corporate recovery 
strategies have focused on specific segments of the business world, targeting specific 
industry sectors or company demographics, such as size, ownership status or legal form. 
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1.3 Assumptions of the Study 
Impartiality in the formation of a sample of Greek SMES was one of the main conditions 
of this investigation, and therefore, the findings are not affected by economical, 
interdisciplinary and geographical criteria. The present study assumes that a significant 
percentage of Greek SMEs, have fallen into decline, mainly due to factors deriving from 
their external environment (financial crisis), as well as their owners or managers’ personal 
profile characteristics, thereby compromising their survival. SMEs, according to the 
OECD (2009) report, are characterized as vulnerable business organizations with poor 
organizational structure and a serious lack of resources. SMEs all over the world, due to 
the global financial crisis, experienced a drastic drop in their product or services demand. 
In order to achieve survival and long-term sustainability, each Greek SME takes a series 
of actions, with varying degrees of effectiveness. These actions are the result of specific 
Turnaround Strategies in the context of the greater Turnaround processes. These 
strategies are mostly applied by the firm’s manager, who,  in the case of Greek SMEs, is 
often the main shareholder or the owner of the company. The manager, and his/her 
personal profile characteristics are considered important for the selection and the 
effectiveness of the specific Turnaround Strategies Mix applied to the organization. 
 
 
1.4 Turnaround Strategies and Turnaround Process Conceptual 
Framework 
Turnaround Strategies could be considered by declining organizations to be the only 
solution to achieve their survival and recovery. The effectiveness of rescue and reversal 
strategies adopted by SMEs in a state of decline has been investigated by a significant 
number of researchers.  
Certainly, corporate decline, especially in the case of SMEs, is not a phenomenon caused 
solely by organizational crises or other internal causes. The global financial crisis has 
significantly affected the business environment and seriously threatens the survival of 
SMEs. From the beginning of the crisis it was expected that this highly negative economic 
environment would affect all organizations, but most of all, those belonged to the SMEs 
category. Ho et al., (2010) investigated the ability to survive and remain competitive by 
adopting specific corporate strategies in a sample of 144 SMEs in Hong Kong from 
December 2009 to February 2010. The results showed that the strategies which positively 
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affected the SMEs’ economic performance indicators were the cost reduction strategies 
as well as the competitive strategies seeking to improve internal functions (such as Sales). 
The latter combined with key success factors had similarly positive effects on indicators 
of net profit and ROI. The limitations of the above study, as expressed by the authors 
themselves, concern the fact that the research was limited to only one country (Hong 
Kong). Thus, the authors recommended that their model should also been tested in other 
countries. 
A uniquely hostile landscape has now formed for Greek SMEs, after the fiscal derailment 
of the country and the deep recession that has led to the verge of bankruptcy. During 
recession circumstances SMEs have to operate in a business environment that threatens 
their survival, as they encounter a drastic drop in demand, facing also significant 
competitive pressure and limited credit access. On the other hand, their poor 
organizational structure and the serious lack of resources are crucial factors which prevent 
their survival. It is, therefore, very interesting to identify the strategies adopted by the 
Greek SMEs in order to tackle this specific situation. Although more than 9 years have 
passed since the beginning of the recession (2008), there is a research gap regarding the 
adoption and implementation of Turnaround Strategies by Greek SMEs, as well as the 
factors affecting those strategies, which the present study aims to fill. Koufopoulos et al., 
(2010) focused on studying practices of strategic planning adopted by non-homogeneous 
SMEs in Greece in relation to the size of the organization, its individual characteristics 
and the impact of those practices on organizations’ financial performance. Their survey 
was conducted in 2005 based on a random sample of 100 mostly small-sized businesses 
(1-50 employees) that was formed from a list of 500 firms published on www.statbank.gr. 
The research results show that the majority of Greek SMEs are family-related and 
therefore lack pure business orientation. Also, fewer than half of the Greek SMEs have 
developed structured strategic plans. It is also noteworthy that, although more than half 
of the owners report improved business performance in terms of sales growth, only one 
in three respondents perceive that the profitability of their enterprise has increased in 
comparison to that of the competition. Irrespective of size, both business-oriented and 
conservative SMEs adopt strategic design processes of a similar degree of formality, 
which varies according to organizational age. According to Koufopoulos et al., (2010) 
Greek SMEs are family-owned firms which do not present a clear entrepreneurial 
orientation while older SMEs develop and adopt a more sophisticated strategic planning 
reflecting the level of ownership structure as a firm’s age plays a crucial role. As indicated 
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by the study, advanced strategic planning and extensive use of quantitative business goals 
positively influence the economic performance of the firm. 
The research approach of Cater and Schwab (2008) is considered essential for the present 
study since the demographic characteristics of the SMEs in its sample are very close to 
those of the “average” Greek SME (e.g. family firms with a small number of employees). 
More specifically, Cater and Schwab (2008) sought to identify those characteristics of 
small family businesses that affect their ability to adopt and implement recovery strategies 
when encountering an organizational crisis. Their research was based on the strategic 
model of Robbins and Pearce (1992), focusing on three recovery strategies of a 
turnaround process’s 1st stage, i.e.: top management changes, external support by experts, 
and organizational retrenchment. An important key-element of their findings was that the 
adoption and implementation of all three recovery strategies by small family businesses 
ultimately contributed to the success of the turnaround process. 
The study of Chathoth et al., (2006) focused on the Turnaround Strategies of service-
oriented SMEs. The researchers analysed the turnaround actions of two restaurants and 
compared them to the strategic model of Robbins and Pearce (1992). According to their 
findings, the unsuccessful outcome of the turnaround strategies adopted by those 
restaurants was due to the fact that the timing and the method of implementation were 
wrong, according to the strategic model of Robbins and Pearce (1992). More specifically, 
neither company waited to stabilize the situation after obtaining the retrenchment 
measures, and proceeded in adopting and implementing recovery stage strategies 
prematurely. Chan (1993), indicates that changes in senior management are a prerequisite 
for a successful turnaround process, since the new managers, have a different 
understanding of the problem and the organization’s status, have the opportunity, with 
the support of the shareholders / owners, to make the necessary changes in the structure 
and leadership style of the organization so that the Turnaround Process can be a success. 
The sequence of those Turnaround Strategies adopted by declining organizations in a 
given frame of time and place determine the process that is known as Turnaround Process. 
This (multistage) process, consisting of several stages, (organizational change stage, 
retrenchment stage and growth stage) is reported by many researchers in their research 
approach models (Bibeault, 1982; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; 
Chowdhury, 2002; Finklin, 1985; Grinyer et al., 1988; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Slatter, 
1984). 
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1.5 Purpose of the Study 
This research seeks to investigate, in the context of business environment that Greek 
SMEs operate, the effectiveness of specific Turnaround Strategies on their performance 
and viability. Moreover, management changes could be linked with the degree of 
influence of the SME’s financial performance or, even further, management changes 
could be connected with the adoption of sophisticated strategic planning. For Greek 
SMEs, the top-level management changes, along with the knowledge and experience that 
can be drawn from the external environment, is essential in order to lead a successful 
Turnaround Process (Cater and Schwab, 2008). 
Despite the fact that the current era is characterized by the globalization of the economy, 
and the recently emergence of the knowledge economy, information has become one of 
the most important strategic resources for businesses. It is therefore really surprising and 
inappropriate that so little is known about corporate recovery strategies adopted by the 
SMEs in periods of sustained recession, such as the one that has been hitting the Greek 
economy since 2008. Schendel et al. (1976), as well as O’Neill (1986), have suggested a 
series of specific corporate recovery strategies which may be appropriate for business, 
such as: Management Strategies, Cutback Strategies, Growth Strategies and 
Restructuring Strategies. However, their conclusions were based on a very small sample 
of companies in various industries and there is no systematic evidence supporting their 
findings. In order to overcome this lack of evidence, Ho et al. (2010) studied the ability 
of SMEs to survive and remain competitive by adopting specific corporate strategies. The 
study focused on SMEs based in Hong Kong and was executed under conditions of 
economic recession. The researchers specified that their findings could be Hong Kong 
specific, and that similar studies should be repeated in other countries before assuming 
that their findings are valid for the local SMEs. 
This research approach, in order to identify the factors affecting the utilisation of specific 
Turnaround Strategies, adopted by the Greek SMEs during economic depression 
circumstances, on their performance and viability, uses a specific Turnaround Strategies 
Mix. The Turnaround Strategies that constitute this Strategy Mix, namely are: 
Organizational Turnaround Strategies, Retrenchment vs Investment Turnaround 
Strategies as well as Recovery or Growth Turnaround Strategies (Robbins and Pearce, 
1992; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Jagafa and Wood, 2012). Moreover, the Turnaround 
Strategies in this sequence also determine the model’s followed Turnaround Process. On 
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the other hand, both the external and internal business environment, in conjunction with 
the SMEs’ owners or managers’ personal profile characteristics and their management 
efficiency as well, are all factors that could affect the Turnaround Strategies adopted by 
these business organizations. The proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix was selected as it 
is based, on the one hand, on the Cater and Schwab (2008) research approach, whereas 
an organizational change is required for the small family-type firms to initiate Turnaround 
Strategies when encountering an organizational crisis, and, on the other hand, on the 
Robbins and Pearce (1992) Two Stages (Retrenchment and Recovery) Research Model. 
This specific Turnaround Strategy Mix has never been used before in the selected 
geographical region (Ionian Islands in Greece), in a business environment that has been 
seriously affected by the economic crisis. Moreover, the complexity of this framework in 
which a Turnaround Process is taking place creates factors that affect this process. These 
factors, deriving from both an external and internal business environment will be 
identified in this present study, which will contribute to the existing literature by 
identifying those factors that affect the utilization of Turnaround Strategies adopted by 
Greek SMEs in order to achieve their survival and improve their financial performance 
during deep economic recession circumstances. It is, therefore, one of the present 
research’s main aims to propose a 3-Stage Model (Organizational Change – 
Retrenchment vs Investment Strategies – Growth Strategies) which should employ this 
specific Turnaround Strategies Mix and, furthermore, to investigate the impact of this 
Strategies Mix on the Greek SMEs’ performance and viability. On the other hand, gaps 
and shortcomings of the relevant literature, related primarily to the main research’s goal 
had to be overcome. The research’s model will be presented in chapter 2, along with the 
study’s research hypotheses, which have been based on the theoretical framework. The 
model’s evaluation will emerge from the findings of the empirical investigation in a final 
sample of 200-220 Greek SMEs. 
Besides the formulation of the theoretical framework and the research objective, in the 
following chapters the study’s research methodology is presented and analysed, as well 
as the contribution on an academic and a business level. The research chose to follow a 
quantitative research method with the use of a structured questionnaire. Primary data from 
SMEs allocated in the Ionian Islands of Greece, for the period between October 2013 and 
February 2014, were gathered and analysed. The questionnaire included two new tested 
and published prototype scales developed by the researcher for the Turnaround Strategies 
measurement. 
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1.6  Statement of the Problem – Research’s Questions 
Economic crisis has particularly hit the Greek SMEs that operate in a business 
environment seriously affected by the current crisis. As a result a significant number of 
them have already withdrawn from the market as it mentioned above in section 1.1. 
So, is it possible that Greek SMEs operating in conditions of deep economic recession 
and facing phenomena of decline, can ensure their survival and improve their financial 
performance by adopting a specific Turnaround Strategies Mix? What are the factors that 
affect the utilization of those Turnaround Strategies? 
This present study aims to investigate the factors affecting the utilization of those specific 
Turnaround Strategies, focusing mainly on SMEs owners/managers personal 
entrepreneurial and leadership characteristics on the one hand, and the crisis effects on 
SMEs, the competition intensity, the SME size and the leverage level, on the other hand. 
Furthermore, to investigate whether the proposed Turnaround Strategies Mix has a 
positive impact on the Greek SMEs’ performance and viability by altering the 
Retrenchment Strategies by those of Investment ones.  
The answer to the questions in this research is the identification of those factors that affect 
the utilization of those Turnaround Strategies, as well as the research’s proposed model 
evaluation through the research’s hypotheses. 
 
1.7  Scope and Limitations 
The limitation to this research is that it investigates Corporate Turnaround Strategies 
adopted by the Greek SMEs and micro SMEs, under certain conditions such as, deep 
economic recession as a result of the Greek public debt crisis, and for a specific time 
period (2008-2017). The data used were primary, collected directly from the source, for 
the purpose of this study. The nature of competition and the particular characteristics of 
Greek SMEs and micro SMEs, (family-related, low organizational level and specific 
leadership style) differentiate them significantly from their counterparts within the 
European Union as well as the rest of the world. Consequently, the findings of this 
investigation and the subsequent conclusions may not be applicable to SMEs in other 
countries or Greek regions. It is important to note that the specific mixture of causes for 
the decline of the SME is not within the scope of this research. The study specifically 
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focuses on measuring the Turnaround Strategies Mix, as well as on factors affecting the 
utilization of those strategies. The results will provide valuable insight into the 
Turnaround Strategies Mix that Greek SMEs possibly can adopt, as well as into the factors 
affecting the adoption of these strategies in order to ensure their survival and 
sustainability. 
 
1.8 Organization of the Study  
This thesis consists of seven chapters. The scale of the problem for the SMEs in general, 
and Greek SMEs in particular, is highlighted in the first chapter. The researcher seeks to 
address the questions of how and why he has got to this point. The Turnaround Strategies 
are analysed in detail and a detailed conceptual framework is presented and justifying the 
aim and purpose for writing this thesis. The researcher finally provides the necessary 
clarification of the terms used.  
The second chapter is an in-depth review of existing literature on Turnaround 
Management and, particularly, the Turnaround Strategies. The conceptual analysis for 
terms such as, Turnaround Process, Turnaround Situation, Retrenchment, Reposition, and 
Recovery is provided by the researcher and the theoretical basis of the research as well. 
Based on literature review the researcher formed the conceptual or hypothesized model 
which is presented and analysed in depth by the researcher. 
The third chapter analyses the methodology used for the present study, the type of analysis 
used, the data collection methodology and instruments, and the initial reliability and 
validity tests. In particular, the design methodology for the study is presented in this 
chapter and the selection of quantitative methodology. Additionally, in this chapter, the 
design and implementation of the instrument used for the collection of the data is 
examined. Specifically, the instrument used is also analysed in regard to its reliability and 
validity, with the relevant tests. 
Chapter 4 discusses the proposed model and research hypotheses in regard to the model 
created for the Turnaround Strategies for the SMEs in Greece. The hypothesized model 
and all the hypotheses in regard to the Turnover Strategies model are presented. In chapter 
5 the results of the analysis of the proposed model are presented while in the 6th chapter 
there is a discussion and analysis of the previously presented results in accordance to the 
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relevant literature. Finally, conclusions and recommendations are included in chapter 7. 
Afterwards, there is the list of relevant literatures used for this study and any appendices 
needed to assist the understanding of the study. 
 
1.9 Definition of Key “Terms” 
Turnaround Situation: This term refers to a situation where a company, after a period of 
prosperity, faces decline in its financial performance for consecutive years, often more 
than two (Pearce and Robbins, 1993). 
Turnaround Severity: The severity of the threat to the company’s survival, it is calculated 
during the assessment of the Turnaround Situation (Pearce and Robbins, 1993). 
Turnaround Response: Turnaround response is defined as the specific actions taken by 
the company in response to the emergence of a Turnaround Situation (Robbins and 
Pearce, 1992). 
Turnaround Process: A sequence of consecutive stages or phases, or a series of integrated 
steps, involved in a predefined process with the purpose of restoring a business to 
profitability after a state of decline (Smith and Graves, 2005). 
Retrenchment: Defined as the phase of the Turnaround Process when the company applies 
a combination of cost-savings and assets-reduction in order to stabilize its financial 
situation (Pearce and Robbins, 1993). 
Recovery: This is the second phase of the Turnaround Process, during which the company 
focuses on strategies that represent the implementation of its long-term business strategy 
(Robbins and Pearce, 1992). 
 
1.10 Conclusions 
Greek SMEs have suffered the biggest blow due to the economic recession which has 
engulfed the country since 2008, and is still continuing today (ninth consecutive year). 
As a result, a great portion of them (37.97%) have already withdrawn from the market 
(Imegsevee 2012). The reason is that SMEs operate amidst a perplexed business 
environment, while their internal environment is characterized by the limited supply of 
all type of resources (Singh et al., 2008).  
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It is surprising that very little is known about Corporate Recovery Strategies adopted by 
the SMEs in periods of sustained recession, such as the one that has been hitting the Greek 
economy since 2008. Therefore, the key question for this research was: “what are the 
factors affecting the utilization of specific Turnaround Strategies adopted by the Greek 
SMEs in order to counter the effects of the deep economic recession?” 
The study examines in detail all types of Turnaround Strategies that are related to SME’s 
survival and viability. Among them, Recovery Strategy, is selected and applied by 
business organizations as a proactive and reactive strategy. The three stages consist of 
Recovery Strategy, which coincides with Turnaround Process as described by Robbins 
and Pearce (1992): a) the retrenchment/downsizing stage, b) the stage of stabilization, 
and c) the rebuilding stage. 
The great majority of Greek SMEs (definitions about the boundaries of the SMEs are 
given in chapter 2) are family related business organizations with an average employee 
number of almost 2.7 and, therefore, lack pure business orientation (Koufopoulos et al., 
2010). In addition, fewer than half of the Greek SMEs develop structured strategic plans, 
which in conjunction with extensive use of quantitative business goals, can positively 
influence the economic performance of the firm. Despite the small, or family size (2.7 
employees on average per SME), Greek SMEs constitute the vast majority of Greek 
enterprises (99.9%) and are the main employer in the country (84.82%). Thus, the Cater 
and Schwab (2008) approach, in conjunction with the strategic model of Robbins and 
Pearce (1992), seems to be appropriate for the Greek SMEs, in order to identify the factors 
influencing the adoption and the effectiveness of these specific Turnaround Strategies. 
A quantitative research based on primary data which have been collected from the Ionian 
Islands area of  SMEs in Greece, has been carried out during the deep economic recession 
years. The specific mixture of causes for the SMEs’ decline is not within the scope of this 
research. The findings of this research, and subsequent conclusions, may not be applicable 
to SMEs in other countries or other Greek regions, as further research may be needed. 
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Chapter 2.  Literature Review 
SMEs are characterized as vulnerable business organizations according to an OECD 
report in 2009. Factors deriving from the external or internal business environment, 
seriously affect their performance leading them to decline. The severity of such situations 
requires the adoption and implementation of specific strategies which in Turnaround 
Literature are called Turnaround Strategies. According to Cater and Schwab (2008), 
Turnaround Strategies could be defined as “a set of consequential, directive, long-term 
decisions and actions targeted of the reversal for a perceived crisis that threatens the 
firm’s survival”. The order and sequence of these strategies as they are adopted, 
determine the process that is known as the “Turnaround Process”. Many authors in 
Turnaround Literature developed specific models in an attempt to describe the procedure 
that should be followed by a declining business organization. This procedure, which 
consists of two or more phases or stages, has been characterized, according to many 
studies, as a multistage process, also known as the “Turnaround Process”, through which 
troubled or declining firms can achieve better performance recovery and viability (Cater 
and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Lohrke et al., 2004: 
Robbins and Pearce, 1992). The successful implementation of a Turnaround Process, with 
the use of the appropriate Turnaround Strategies, is the requirement for performance 
recovery and consequently, the SMEs’ survival and sustainability. Furthermore, the 
impact or the relationship between the employed Turnaround Strategies by the SMEs on 
their performance and viability, as well as the factors affecting these specific Turnaround 
Strategies, are the aim of the present study. 
Turnaround Literature suggests specific Turnaround Strategies which can help declined 
organizations cope with financial crisis. These Turnaround Strategies are categorized for 
the needs of the present study into four categories: Organizational Change, Retrenchment 
vs Investment, Market Strategies, and Innovation Strategies.  
The first part of the study focuses on presenting the definition of corporate recovery/ 
reversal strategies, as well as a summary review of the relevant academic literature, in an 
effort to illustrate the theoretical framework of Turnaround Strategies, as it stands today. 
Although the approaches for corporate recovery (e.g., strategies and phases) differ in the 
existing literature, the general approach of the phenomenon remain the same. 
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In the last three decades a large number of studies have focused on Turnaround Strategies 
used by SMEs’, making up a great portion of the literature on Turnaround Management 
(e.g., Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Barker and Duhaime, 1997; Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 
2000; Cater and Swab 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chu and Siu, 2001; Filatotchev and 
Toms, 2006; Hambrick and Schecter 1983; Harker, 1998; Jeyavelu, 2009; Li et al, 2011; 
Lohrke et al., 2004; Murphy, 2008; Rasheed, 2005; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Shapiro, 
1989; Sundarsanam and Lai, 2001; Tikici et al., 2011). 
SMEs in Greece, compared with those in the European Union, differ in two essential 
characteristics: 1) The average number of employees is approximately 2 employees per 
enterprise (Wymenga et al., 2011) and 2) Greek SMEs belong mostly to the Family 
Business type (Zopounidis, 2006) which is associated with the special characteristics and 
problems analysed in the study of Cater and Schwab (2008). 
This study focuses, as reported, on the effectiveness of Corporate Recovery Strategies 
adopted by the Greek SMEs during the period 2007-2013, which coincides with the deep 
recession of the Greek economy, (Baltas, N. C., 2013) in an effort to cope with the 
symptoms of sustained and deep recession in order to ensure their survival and further 
sustainability. 
According to the research approach of Cater and Schwab (2008) specific strategies should 
be employed during the first stage of a Turnaround Process, namely: top management 
level change or hiring of external management expertise (in the case of small and very 
small-micro SMEs) and organizational retrenchment. As Hofer (1980) states, in order to 
reverse the decline of the organization and reach a state of recovery, there is a universal 
need to change the upper management level. According to several researchers (Barker 
and Barr, 2002; D' Aveni and MacMillan, 1990; Ford, 1985; Ford and Baucus, 1987), this 
is due to the fact that senior managers have little incentive to engage in the process of 
recovery strategies, especially when they are absolutely committed to the current strategy 
and consider that corporate decline was solely due to external causes. 
The organizational changes included in the second strategy of the first stage require 
greater knowledge and skills than SMEs usually have available (Finklin, 1985), and for 
this reason the help of external management consultants should be acquired. As Hargadon 
and Sutton (1997) argued, the help of external consultants, which is required to obtain the 
necessary know-how, can be secured through outsourcing partnerships. 
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Robbins and Pearce (1992) suggested that cost-cutting activity (retrenchment) should 
require the sale of enterprise assets (assets not employed or underemployed in the 
production process), the reduction of labour costs through lay-offs or average work time 
reduction, the rationalization of production processes, and the elimination of those 
business departments with either a negative or a very small profit margin. 
The aforementioned organizational retrenchment strategies are not universally accepted 
and opposing views have been expressed. Those opposing views primarily refer to the 
loss of competitive advantage which may be derived by possible lay-offs of technically 
experienced and knowledgeable employees. Human capital is a very important strategic 
resource for modern businesses as it contributes substantially to the creation of intangible 
capital and business capabilities, such as innovation, new product development and 
diversification (through research and development) and the development of workforce 
skills. The United Nations (2013) Annual Report states that the adoption and development 
of other systems of knowledge management within the organization is essential and 
critical for the preservation of intangible capital and for the success of recovery. 
 
2.1 Historical Perspective 
During the last few years’ frequent changes in the business environment, due to 
technological and other developments, have been one of the world economy’s essential 
characteristics (United Nations, 1986). SMEs have to survive and thrive in a dynamic and 
ever-changing business environment. 
Until the previous decade or so, the rate of change had been much slower, and the business 
environment’s course and evolution much easier to predict, therefore businesses could 
more easily adapt to any changes. Traditionally, SMEs had to face a series of challenges 
such as: increased competition to achieve and maintain the competitive advantage, the 
need to develop and/or adopt innovative processes and products, the need to diversify a 
company’s product mix, and the need to develop new products through research and 
development as well as the need to modernize procedures in order to increase efficiency 
and reduce operating costs (EU, 2007). 
During the last decade, rapid economic globalization has taken place, mostly due to the 
spread of technology and networking. Thus, there is now a major shift in the global 
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economy, which is now becoming what academics refer to as a "Knowledge Economy". 
With the help of technology and innovative production methods, companies can now 
transform knowledge into products which both incorporate market needs and keep 
production costs low at the same time, therefore, increasing their competitive advantage. 
The Knowledge Based Economy, according to Buckley et al. (2009), is characterized by 
products and services that incorporate high levels of information and knowledge. The 
globalization of the economy, through the globalization of markets and the abolition of 
borders, highlights new markets and new competitors which lead to the differentiation of 
products and services. Through this process, a new business environment is formed, one 
that poses different requirements and challenges to SMEs. 
Efforts to locate and "code" the changes that have occurred and facilitated the transition 
of the economy to what was mentioned above as "Knowledge Economy" is captured by 
researchers Chang and Li (2003), who report that "organizations are changing from a 
physical, supply-driven and disconnected structure to an intellectual, demand-driven and 
interconnected type". 
It is therefore clear that the external environment, which consists of markets, knowledge-
based products and customers, has diversified to such an extent that they refer to highly 
competitive hectic and uncertain markets (Garengo, et al., 2005). Within this 
environment, which is affected by international economic conditions such as the global 
financial crisis, Hudson et al., (2001) suggested that with new technological 
developments and the governmental decisions of each country, SMEs must be able to 
adopt a response approach and adapt to these changes. 
On the other hand, the demand faced by SMEs in their products comes mainly from a 
relatively limited customer base, (Hong and Jeong 2006); the characteristic feature of 
which is that it consists of customers with significant bargaining power over their 
suppliers. According to, Hudson et al., (2001) SMEs have difficulty in collecting their 
claims and face fluctuations and variations in their cash flows at a level that they are 
unable to predict and control their future. 
Along with a hostile external environment, the typical characteristic of SME΄s internal 
environment is the limited supply of all types of resources (Singh et al., 2008). This lack 
of resources is analysed and described in the work of Pansiri and Temtime (2008): 
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• Lack of human resources. 
• Inefficient administrative involvement. 
• Lack of financial stability and security. 
• Limited skills among staff and the organization in general. 
• Lack of management experience and organizational skills for owners / managers. 
• Incomplete or no operational strategic planning. 
• Ineffective or insufficient human resources management. 
In conclusion, SMEs, as business organizations, have an inherent weakness concerning 
their resource availability. This, in conjunction with the changes in the external 
environment, obliges them to focus on adopting those strategies which can help them to 
achieve and maintain a competitive advantage. In the case of SMEs confronted with the 
phenomenon of decline, a recovery program is required in order to ensure their survival 
and further sustainability (Small Business Institute, 2013). 
SMEs need to improve and develop their organizational structure in order to be able to 
adopt appropriate strategies. It must be noted that the flat organizational structure that 
SMEs usually develop, is characterized by spontaneity, and has a positive impact on the 
flexibility and speed of response to environmental changes (Garengo et al., 2005). 
In conditions of economic recession an adequate operational strategic plan is required, if 
SMEs are to maintain their competitive advantage and avoid the phenomena of corporate 
decline. This strategic planning must be supported by an appropriate organizational 
structure that will enable the adoption of cutting-edge technology, continuous innovation, 
the rapid manufacture and marketing of “Knowledge-Based” products and services on the 
"global" market (Sascha Kraus et al., 2008). 
 
2.2 Micro SMEs and the Greek SMEs  
SMEs fulfil many roles in a modern economy. As truly multi-role businesses, they have 
been characterized as creators of employment, carriers of innovation and vehicles for the 
materialization of business ambitions (Beaver and Prince 2004). SMEs account for the 
vast majority of the population of private firms in both developed and developing 
countries and they have been described as the “real giants of the European economy” 
(European Commission Observatory of European SMEs, 2002). According to the 
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European Commission’s 7th Report on SMEs (2002), 99.8% of European companies 
(20.5 million) were SMEs with 80.8 million workers (66% of the total European 
workforce) while micro enterprises accounted for 93% of SMEs with a total of 19 million 
companies. Micro SMEs have also been developed into a strategy, especially in the 
United States, which increases their importance and shows them as advantageous for 
developing the lowest parts of society (Edgcomb and Thetford, 2014). With the 
development of microenterprises, individuals are creating jobs both for themselves and 
for others as well as through creating extra wealth which supports the local economies of 
a country (Edgcomb and Thetford, 2014). As a mean of supporting microenterprising, 
both government and the private sector have created microloans to help those micro SMEs 
develop and increase in number (Edgcomb and Thetford, 2014). Through those 
microloans, many enterprises can be created and work, supporting their local 
communities and economies as well as increasing the number of jobs in the area 
(Edgcomb and Thetford, 2014). Additionally, this can be achieved without large risks for 
the lenders, considering the low monetary value of the loans (Edgcomb and Thetford, 
2014).  
Despite the private funding, government programs might be developed for the creation 
and expanding of the microenterprising sector, as well as for the creation of new jobs and 
support of the local economies (Edgcomb and Thetford, 2014). A major issue in the 
SMEs’ relevant literature is that of defining what an SME is, as these businesses are often 
very heterogeneous. The definition adopted by this study is the one approved by the 
European Commission definition of SMEs in 2003. Thus, as SMEs are considered to be 
independent and private companies that employ fewer than 250 employees, have an 
annual turnover that does not exceed 50 million euros, and/ or an annual balance sheet 
total not exceeding EUR 43 million, as seen in Table 2.1 (European Commission SME 
definition of 2003). Table 2.1 shows the SMEs classification according to EU criteria. 
Generally, SMEs are very important for both Europe’s and the EU’s economy, since they 
account for 99.8% of all enterprises in the non–financial business sector (European 
Commission, 2015). The main area in which SMEs operate, are retail, manufacturing, 
construction, services and accommodation and food services (European, Commission, 
2015). In regard to size, most SMEs are micro SMEs, which means that they have fewer 
than 10 employees each (European Commission, 2015). 
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 European Union Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises (SMEs) 
Classification 
  Head Count  Annual    Annual  
  Annual Work Turnover or Balance-Sheet 
  Unit (AWU)       
Medium-sized  
< 250 ≤ €50 million 
  
≤ €43 million 
enterprises   
Small 
enterprises 
< 50 ≤ €10 million   ≤ €10 million 
Micro 
enterprises 
< 10 ≤ €2 million   ≤ €2 million 
Source: Commission recommendation of 20 May 2003 concerning the definition of 
Micro, Small and Medium-sized enterprises [notified under document number C (2003) 
1442] (Text with EEA relevance) (2003/361/EC) (May 20, 2003). 
 
In fact, according to the European Commission (2015) almost 93% of all the SMEs have 
no more than 10 employees and, thus, are considered to be micro SMEs. Micro SMEs, 
according to Kotsios and Mitsios (2013) comprise a high percentage within the European 
Union, from 83% in Germany to 96.7% in Greece, which holds the greatest percentage. 
The researchers calculated that the rest of the small enterprises in Greece constitute 
around 3% of total businesses, while medium enterprises are about 0.4% and large just 
0.1. 
The role and importance played by SMEs in both the global economy and the Greek 
economy have been reported by many authors and researchers (Avlonitis and Salavou, 
2007). For the Greek reality, the Greek SMEs play an important and active role, becoming 
the backbone for the national economy. The main business development model in Greece 
is based primarily on small-sized business which employs up to 10 employees and are 
considered as micro-SMEs (ICAP Group, 2012; European Commission, 2015) while the 
vast majority of them are characterized as family type micro SMEs (Spanos et all, 2004; 
Koufopoulos et all, 2010).  The Greek SMEs comprise 99.9% of Greek enterprises in 
total, while this percentage for the EU (27) is 99.8%. As seen in Figure 2.1, the Greek 
SMEs, as a percentage on the European Union (15) SMEs is 4.10%, while the highest 
belongs to Italy, 24.10%, and the lowest belongs to Luxemburg, 0.10%.  
Despite the obvious importance of SMEs and micro SMEs in the economy of Greece, 
(from the numbers presented above), another obstacle exists in their further development; 
the low level of Information Technology they use (Buhalis and Deimezi, 2003). Even 
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before the crisis broke, the adoption of Information Technology regarding SMEs and 
micro SMEs in Greece was lower than the corresponding one in the European Union 
(Buhalis and Deimezi, 2003). 
 
 European Union (15) SMEs Percentage Distribution 
 
Source: Observatory of European SMES “SMEs in Europe 2003” 
 
It can be assumed that the economic crisis will have affected the relevant Information 
Technology adoption rate for micro, small and medium sized enterprises. 
16,10%
1,10%
3,00%
2,60%
2,40%
1,40%
3,70%
4,10%
14,30%0,50%
13,40%
1,20%
11,90%
24,10% 0,10%
European Union (15) SMEs Percentage Distribution
Germany
Denmark
Netherlands
Sweden
Belgium
Austria
Portugal
Greece
Spain
Ireland
France
Finland
United
Kingdom
Italy
Luxembourg
37 
According to Eurostat (2014), a typical European enterprise employs, on average, mode 
7 employees, while a typical Greek enterprise employs 2 employees, which are both 
considered micro SMEs since the employees are less than 10. As seen in Table 2.2 the 
great majority of the Greek enterprises employs up to 4 employees (96%).  
 
 Greek Enterprises size distribution 
Employees Number Enterprises Number Percentage 
0 - 4 844.917 96% 
5 - 9  17.713 2% 
10 - 19  8.588 1% 
20 - 29 2.908 0,4% 
30 - 49 2.335 0,2% 
50 - 99 1.534 0,2% 
More than 100 1.323 0,2% 
Total 879.318 100% 
Source: Business register of National Statistic Authority of Greece, 2002 (Imegsevee 
2008) 
 
On the other hand, the Greek SMEs, which are mostly micro SMEs, employ 84.82% of 
the total active workforce in Greece, while this percentage for the European Union is 
66.40%, confirming the important role they play in employment. Although SMEs appear 
to have a significant high percentage in the country’s employment, the value-added 
percentage is proportionally lower (69.0%) compared with that (31.0%) of large-sized 
enterprises in Greece. Despite this disproportion, the Greek SMEs’ value added 
percentage remain higher than that corresponding (57.6%) of EU (27) SMEs’, as seen in 
Table 2.3. 
 
 Greek SMEs Basic Elements 
 
Source: European Commission Small Business Act / Greece, 2013 
EU 27 EU 27 EU 27
Number Percent. Percent. Number Percent. Percent. Billion € Percent. Percent.
Micro SMEs 513.780 96,70% 92,30% 916.074 54,46% 28,70% 17 34,60% 21,10%
Small 14.978 2,80% 6,50% 282.808 16,81% 20,40% 9 18,10% 18,30%
Medium 2.301 0,40% 1,10% 227.958 13,55% 17,30% 8 16,30% 18,30%
SMEs 531.059 99,90% 99,80% 1.426.840 84,82% 66,40% 34 69,00% 57,60%
Large 378 0,10% 0,20% 255.413 15,18% 33,60% 15 31,00% 42,40%
Total 531.437 100% 100% 1.682.253 100% 100% 49 100% 100%
SMEs Number
Greece
Employees Number
Enterprises Greece
Value Added
Greece
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Kotsios and Mitsios (2013) give rather different numbers for 2013, where SMEs offer 
75% of total value added, while micro SMEs in Greece offer 37.3%. On the other hand, 
large enterprises offer 24.9% of total value added even though they constitute just 0.1% 
of all the enterprises (Kotsios and Mitsios, 2013). 
According to the World Economic Forum (2011-2012), the credit access (for the year 
2011), is the second most negative development factor for Greek entrepreneurship, 
Specifically, the bank credit access ranking index, shows that Greece holds the 111th 
position in a total of 142 countries. These results show the difficulties that Greek SMEs 
face in credit access under recession circumstances. 
According to The Gallup Organization (2007) analytical report (Flash Eurobarometer No 
196 – Observatory of European SMEs) for the period November - December 2006, 
concerning the SMEs export orientation (Export orientation is considered to be a 
significant Market Strategy for the needs of the present study)  for the years 2005-2007, 
the vast majority of the Greek Micro and Small-Sized Enterprises faced a major problem 
during an export activity procedure, which was related to the lack of knowledge of foreign 
markets. 
Furthermore, four out of five enterprises stated that under increased competition 
circumstances they are willing to develop marketing activities, while 87.6% of them 
would take action to improve the quality of their products or services. Six out of ten 
enterprises stated that they would diversify their products in order to engage in new 
markets (export orientation), or establish their own strategic alliances, or cost reduction 
strategies, in order to meet competition. 
Research on Entrepreneurship in Greece, conducted in January 2013, (during the crisis 
time period), by the Foundation for Economic and Industrial Research (F.E.I.R) as the 
Greek member of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (G.E.M), in order to capture the 
Greek entrepreneurship’s demographic characteristics and the entrepreneurship 
indicators as well, showed that the Greek Entrepreneur identified as the SME 
manager/owner. The research also showed that the year 2008 (beginning year of the 
crisis), 23.6% of the population aged between 18-64 years old was engaged in some kind 
of business activity. The same year, the female population entrepreneurship was 7.7% 
and the male population entrepreneurship was 12.1%. This picture, as seen in Figure 2.2, 
changed dramatically in 2010, when the impact of the financial crisis was perceived in 
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Greece. Concerning the educational level, research E.I.R.I-GEM recorded that six out of 
ten entrepreneurs in 2009 declared Secondary School Education, while, in 2010 five out 
of ten declared Secondary School Education. In 2010, only a percentage of 4.8 % in a 
population aged 18-64 years old, were of postgraduate / doctorate educational level, 
against 19.6% in 2009 and 26.6% in 2008. According to European Commission’s survey 
Flash No 283 Eurobarometer "Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond”, Greece ranked 
second, after Cyprus, among 36 countries, in the preference for self-employment versus 
salaried employment relationship. 
The research also reported that, the degree or the extent to which, SMEs adopt innovative 
product methods or develop innovative products, is relatively low, as for the year 2010, 
only 13% of first stages enterprises perceive their products or their services to be 
innovative, while two out of three enterprises perceive that their products or their services 
do not incorporate any innovation. 
World competitiveness composite index, according to World Economic Forum (2011-
2012), showed that, Greece dropped, during 2011, by 0.1 unit on the scale from 1 to 7, 
where 1 represents the least desirable outcome, compared with 2010 (3.9 and 4.00 
respectively). One of the main reasons for this is the continuing debt crisis and therefore  
macroeconomic environment instability, where Greece was ranked 140th, among 142 
countries. This instability, in turn, resulted in reduced production and employment by the 
Greek enterprises, and, furthermore, the country’s GDP free-fall. 
Deep economic recession, as a result of the continuous debt crisis, significantly affected 
the Greek enterprises, and consequently SMEs, which constitute the vast majority 
(99.9%) of them. Greek SMEs tend to be more vulnerable (O.E.C.D, 2009) under these 
circumstances for the following reasons: 
• Increased borrowing cost (short-term, medium-term, long-term) 
• Relatively high rates of leverage 
• Credit access limitation or significant difficulties in gaining credit access.  
• Liquidity lack as a consequence of the domestic and foreign business environment 
• Demand reduction as a result of total reduced consumption due to consumer 
disposable income reduction 
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 Entrepreneurship Evolution in Greece (2008-2010) 
 
Source: F.E.I.R – GEM, the “Small” Entrepreneurship in Greece under economic crisis 
 
These factors, in total, had a dramatically adverse effect on Greek SMEs’ viability, which 
resulted in a great portion of them (37.97%) withdrawing from the market during the 
crisis period, as seen in figure 2.3. 
 
 Greek SMEs number evolution (2007 – 2013) 
 
Source: imegsevee.gr 
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2.3 Theoretical Foundation 
 Strategy  
The origin of the word, “strategy”, goes back to Ancient Greece, the word “stratigiki”, as 
etymologically analysed is “stratos” =army and “igoumai” =lead, was used primarily in 
a purely military sense. In particular, the word “stratigiki” indicated the science or art of 
military command and the necessary design for optimum use of both animate and  
inanimate resources (i.e. soldiers and war material) to achieve the desired result (victory). 
The term “strategy” appears for the first time in the literature of business management in 
1951 and is a term coined by William Newman. Newman et al., (1951) indicated that 
“strategy” is used to define the basic long-term goals and objectives of an enterprise, as 
well as the adoption of a series of operations and the determination of the necessary means 
to achieve these goals. 
The essence of strategy lies in creating tomorrow's competitive advantages faster than the 
pace that competitors mimic the competitive advantages of today (Prahalad and Hamel, 
1994). However, according to Porter, (1998), “strategy”, is to do different things or doing 
the same things differently. More representative is the definition given by Johnson et al. 
(2005) where “strategy” is defined as the long-term direction and scope of activities of a 
business unit, which ensures its competitive advantage in a changing environment, 
through the provision and handling of resources with the purpose of meeting the needs of 
markets and to meet the expectations of key stakeholders. 
 
 The Turnaround Management School of Thought  
2.3.2.1 Turnaround Management: The historical background until the early ‘80s 
Turnaround Management is one of the main types of strategic management. The 
management of rescue and reversal is a distinct school of thought within the broader field 
of strategic management. It concerns, according to Papadakis (2007), the strategies and 
procedures which must be followed by companies that face decline or are in crisis, in 
order to avoid bankruptcy and recover, with the purpose of ensuring their current survival 
as well as their future viability and further development. Economic crises are directly and 
immediately linked to the mortality of economic organizations since significant changes 
42 
in the external environment have a direct impact on their financial performance. The 
second major economic crisis was recorded on the 17th of October 1973 as a result of the 
first oil crisis. Regardless of these severe events, it was not until 1976 that one could find 
documented approaches of the conceptual framework for the Turnaround process in the 
academic literature (UNCTAD, 2012). 
Although the first corporate recovery in history is timely placed at the end of the 19th 
century in France, when Henry Fayol managed to restore the declined steel company that 
he was managing, the term “Turnaround” however, was not present in the relevant 
literature, until Schendel et al., (1976) introduced it for the first time in their research 
approach. Schendel et al. (1976) are considered to be the pioneers of the foundation and 
development of the Turnaround Process’s conceptual framework. The researchers 
clarified the turnaround concept as a process in which the decline in the performance of 
an enterprise is succeeded by recovery. Their study utilized data from S&P (Compustat). 
The sample involved 54 companies with average sales of $400 million, and active in 17 
different sectors of the economy for a period of twenty years (1952-1971). The purpose 
was to investigate if Turnaround instances existed between these cases. Many researchers, 
mainly Pearce and Robbins (1994), disagree with the particular methodology because it 
is not based on primary research but the processing of secondary data. They state that, 
"research must study behaviour and reporting data of its environmental context. The role 
of secondary data contained in COMPUSTAT, is in helping us to understand the 
generalization of results". Furthermore, the conclusions reached by Schendel et al. 
(1976), were that financial institutions can succeed in their Turnaround efforts if they 
manage to develop and enhance their efficiency, and therefore, the productive capacity of 
their employed resources. In order to do that, organizations must diversify their strategy 
to become better adapted to the demands of the environment in which they operate. These 
conclusions therefore responded to the question of whether it is possible for an 
organization to move from decline to recovery. The attempt to answer this question has 
also been investigated by other researchers contributing to the development of the 
literature regarding the Turnaround process and its analysis. The questions posed by 
researchers were: what happens exactly during a turnaround process and what the factors 
are affecting it. The majority of studies (Beeri, 2011; Boyne and Meier, 2009; Cater and 
Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Choudhury, 2002; Grinyer et al., 1988; Ho et al., 
2010; Hofer, 1980; Li et al., 2011; Pearce and Robbins, 1994; Rasheed, 2005; Robbins 
and Pearce, 1992; Sudarsanam and Lai, 2001) focused on the analysis and study of 
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businesses that have experienced this process, whether successfully or unsuccessfully. 
They also suggested three crucial issues contributing significantly to Turnaround 
literature. The first of them concerns the quantitative definition of the corporate 
Turnaround, including both the downturn phase and upturn phase. According to Schendel 
et al., (1976), four consecutive years, with a yearly profits growth rate under the GDP 
annual rate, following by four consecutive years with a yearly profits growth rate greater 
than the GDP annual rate, define the quantitative corporate Turnaround. The firms’ 
characteristics categorization, visible in the downturn phase, as well as the categorization 
of those firms’ characteristics which are visible in the upturn phase, are the second issue 
according to Schendel et al., (1976) research approach. The third significant issue they 
introduced concerns the sample’s size for the empirical study on corporate Turnaround 
issues. The larger the sample, the more secure the empirical research’s results. Their 
empirical research was based on a sample of 54 firms from the USA that met the upturn 
phase quantitative Turnaround definition criteria for the period, 1952-1971. Hofer (1980) 
investigated the severity of the Turnaround Situation as a criterion for selecting the 
appropriate Turnaround Strategies. The researcher introduced the relationship between 
the severity of the difficulties faced by the company and the percentage of reductions, in 
both the costs and assets that the company has to include in its strategic plan in order to 
recover. The direct relationship between the intensity of the financial downturn of the 
company and the rate of retrenchment assets has been Hofer’s (1980) most substantial 
contribution to Turnaround theory. In this way, Hofer (1980) acknowledged decline 
intensity, as well as the adoption of cost and asset reductions, as significant components 
of Turnaround Strategies. 
Bibeault (1982) was the first who developed a theoretical framework on Turnaround 
Management and in particular a theoretical model for corporate recovery. He 
conceptually approached the Turnaround Process as a multistage process with the purpose 
of leading a company to recovery. According to his view, the primary purpose of a 
business in decline is survival, as well as the return to positive cash flows. 
Slatter, (1984) in his corporate recovery approach observed patterns, revealed that there 
were common causes of crises such as: lack of financial control and financial policies, 
poor management, inadequate competition intensity monitoring, increased levels of 
operational costs, poor marketing, and a significant demand drop in the market. Although 
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his observations were remarkable, his approach however, based on a small sample of UK 
firms over a 15 years’ period, raised issues over its reliability.  
 
2.3.2.2 The Turnaround Situation 
According to Pearce and Robbins (1993), "A turnaround situation exists when a firm 
encounters multiple years of declining financial performance subsequent to a period of 
prosperity". This interpretation of the term by Pearce and Robbins (1993) coincides with 
the launch of the first phase of the Turnaround Process, which mainly concerns the decline 
of the organization, which, according to Bibeault, (1982); Hambrick and Schecter, 
(1983); Schendel et al., (1976); Zammuto and Cameron, (1985) should be observed for 
more than one year. 
This approach, in addition to the definition of the scale of the phenomenon has been 
analysed in the past by many authors, who initially tried to identify the reasons that cause 
it. The result of these efforts is the common observation that the appearance of a 
Turnaround Situation is due to a combination of external and internal factors that have 
caused the financial decline of the organization (Finklin, 1985; Heany, 1985; Schendel et 
al., 1976). However many authors disagree as to the proportion that each of those factors 
are responsible for causing the phenomenon. Argenti (1976) has reported that external 
factors, (e.g. the environmental influences) are responsible for 33% Turnaround 
Situations, while the remaining 67% are primarily due to internal factors related to the 
functioning of the organization. However, the same author argues at a different point in 
his study, that the effort to calculate such a ratio with precision cannot be successful, as 
the collapse of a business is largely similar to the sinking of a ship (Argenti, 1976).The 
emergence of a Turnaround Situation in an organization is for many writers, (Altman, 
1968; Altman, 1983; Bibeault, 1982; Hofer, 1980) a threat to its further progress and 
sometimes its survival, not directly linked to the level of severity, known as Situation 
Severity. Robbins and Pearce (1992) provided their own interpretation of the term 
Turnaround Situation, attempting to model the multiple stages of the process. The first 
phase of the model attempts to analyse the combination of internal and external factors 
that caused the decline, yet it does not attempt to calculate an approximate percentage of 
these factors. Instead, it only tries to determine the seriousness of the situation. What one 
can see is that in contrast to the approaches of other researchers, who equate the 
Turnaround Situation with the decline of the organization (Bibeault, 1982; Chowdhury, 
2002; Hofer, 1980), Robbins and Pearce (1992), essentially adopt the views of Hofer 
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(1980) regarding the situation severity which becomes a synonym for the organization’s 
decline. Essential references to the decline of the organization can be found in their article 
"Toward improved Theory and Research on Business Turnaround" published in 1993. In 
this article Situation Severity, according to Robbins and Pearce (1993) is categorised as 
“low”, which describes a relatively mild decline of the organization’s sales or profit 
margins, and, “high”, when there is a serious potential of impending bankruptcy of the 
organization. 
 
2.3.2.3 Turnaround Strategies Categorization 
Turnaround Strategies can be categorized into five broad categories according to several 
researchers’ approaches concerning the Turnaround Strategy, or strategies that declining 
organizations should follow, depending on the factor that led to this strategy adoption, 
namely: Organizational Change, Retrenchment Strategies, Innovation Strategies, 
Competitive Strategies-Repositioning and finally Government Aid. (Tables 2.4, 2.5, 2.6). 
 
Organizational Change 
According to Lohrke et al. (2004) the success of a top-level management team in such 
situations depends on: 
•   The speed and accuracy of identifying the causes (internal and external) of the 
decline of business organizations (Turnaround Situation & Situation Severity). 
•  The adoption and implementation of necessary and appropriate Turnaround 
Strategies, in order to achieve recovery body.  
As claimed by Weitzel and Jonsson (1989), the failure of a top-level management team 
to manage the Turnaround process of the organization timely and adequately, will result 
in continuous decline, and ultimately, financial failure or bankruptcy. The fact is that 
relatively few empirical studies (Mueller and Barker, 1997; Slatter, 1984) have so far 
investigated the weighty importance of selecting the appropriate top-level management 
team, for the successful completion of the Turnaround Process. Huff and Reger (1987) 
noticed that empirical surveys on Turnaround Strategies focused primarily on the 
efficiency of specific recovery strategies, and not on the steps that a management team 
must take in order to implement those recovery strategies. The adoption and 
implementation of appropriate Turnaround Strategies, both operational and strategic, as 
Hofer (1980) suggested for a successful Turnaround process, require that the organization 
implement specific organizational changes at the organizational level. 
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Retrenchment  
The stage of retrenchment or austerity is the first step in a Turnaround process and 
includes, mostly short-term, measures which are intended to counter organizational 
decline and help the company to stabilize. The organization’s stabilization is achieved 
once decline in sales and profit margins stops (Bibeault, 1982; Chathoth et al., 2006; 
Chowdhury, 2002; Hofer, 1980; Lohrke et al., 2004; Pearce and Robbins, 1993; Robbins 
and Pearce, 1992). According to Robbins and Pearce (1992), Pearce and Robbins (1993) 
Retrenchment actions taken by the organization aim to reduce operating costs, as well as 
reducing organizational assets, especially those assets that are employed in operations 
and business divisions and which do not generate profit, are underemployed, or are not 
even involved in the production process. 
In the two-phases Turnaround model, proposed by Robbins and Pearce (1992), the actions 
that must be followed for a successful retrenchment process include: liquidation 
strategies, disinvestment, cancelling products, improving operational efficiency and 
downsizing. 
Robbins and Pearce (1992) stated that: "in either case, researchers have generally failed 
to operationally define retrenchment as an integral part of the Turnaround Process and 
to systematically assess its utility in facilitating business recovery", therefore cost cutting 
is a key component of the retrenchment process and an integral part of the Turnaround 
process. 
The most important cost elements on which a retrenchment effort must initially focus are 
the level of inventory and interest related expenses. If cost cutting does not produce the 
desired results, then the company should proceed in reducing assets, thus, implementing 
liquidation and product removal strategies. The result of these strategies will be used to 
reduce long-term debt with the purpose of reducing interest expenses. Cutting costs and 
assets at the same time is the fastest way to achieve financial stability. Furthermore, 
Robbins and Pearce (1992) attempt to relate the causes of the Turnaround situation, with 
the possibility that the organization adopts a retrenchment phase in an effort to restore 
performance. 
The conclusions reached were as follows: a) if the external causes are considered to be 
the primary reasons for the downturn, the probability of a retrenchment phase is low. b) 
49 
If internal causes are the main reasons for the decline of the organization, the chances of 
the organization following cost-cutting and assets reduction is high. The researchers 
claimed that reducing costs and assets in the first stage of the Turnaround process can 
produce positive results for businesses. The process of austerity leads to a higher level of 
income, shareholders' equity, cash flow, sales and increasing the return on capital and 
total assets, as can be seen by one of the balance sheets and income statements. 
An interesting approach to the retrenchment process is that of Coman (2009) based on a 
case study of a Medium-Sized Manufacturing Enterprise. In this case, a necessary first 
condition for countering organizational decline is to establish Turnaround policy and 
follow up with the implementation of three general Turnaround Strategies: 
• Cost cutting and Restructuring 
• Organizational Renewal and Capability Building 
• Market Development and Capability Building 
The first of these is identical to the retrenchment process and focuses on basic cost cutting 
and reorganization of the business in order to improve its profitability as soon as possible. 
Of course, the implementation of the strategy requires analysis of the current situation of 
the company. 
Coman (2009) argued that if the situation is particularly bad, then the drastic reduction of 
costs is the only option in order to have a serious chance of survival. If not, then after the 
retrenchment process is completed the core business of the company is expected to 
strengthen through the improvement of profitability on the one hand, and the growth of 
market share on the other. Many authors (Dunlap and Aldeman, 1997; Welch, 2005) 
characterize the retrenchment process, as especially hard for the workers and 
acknowledge that time is a key parameter in the process of improving the business’s 
economic performance. 
Prahalad and Hamel (1994) argue that reducing costs in the process of restructuring the 
organization is not a strategy in itself, but a means of achieving it, while at the same time 
questioning its ability to maintain or achieve profitability after restructuring. 
Recovery 
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The successful completion of the retrenchment phase, results in the stabilization of the 
organization that is now ready to enter the next stage of the Turnaround Process, known 
as the Recovery Stage, during which emphasis is on implementing long-term strategies. 
According to Robbins and Pearce (1992), after stabilization, the company can now enter 
the Recovery Phase. At this point the type of strategy that will be followed in order to 
achieve long-term profitability should be decided. The type of strategy depends on the 
factors affecting the turnaround. If these factors originate from the external environment 
the companies should mainly adopt strategic approaches. If the decline is due to the 
internal environment mainly adopted operational strategies, then make long-term 
investments with the objective of improving the financial performance of the organization 
in order to achieve long-term profitability and market share growth through product 
improvements as well as improvements of the investment’s performance. 
Hofer (1980), Schendel et al. (1976) claimed that if investment is made with the purpose 
of improving operational efficiency, the completion of the recovery stage will result in an 
operational recovery. On the other hand, Robbins and Pearce (1992) argued that if 
investment is directed to new products, market expansion and serving new markets, the 
completion of the recovery stage will lead to strategic turnaround. 
Robbins and Pearce (1992) suggested that the following strategies applied simultaneously 
with tailored operational strategies designed to control costs can maximize the benefits 
from the utilization of the organization's assets.  
1. Market Penetration (aggressive marketing) 
2. Re-concentration / Segmentation 
3. New Markets 
4. Acquisitions 
5. New Products 
6. New investments 
7. Innovation - new technologies 
According to Robbins and Pearce (1992), if the causes derive from the external business 
environment, then the Turnaround that should be followed by the firm has to be strategic 
focusing on entrepreneurial expansion. In that case, the following strategies should be 
included: 
Innovation 
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According to Drucker (1985), innovation is considered to be the means through which 
entrepreneurial economies are realized. However, the definition of innovation as is 
understood today was provided by the OECD (2004). Innovation is defined as the 
introduction of new or improved processes, products or services, based on new scientific 
or technical knowledge and organizational expertise. Bibeault (1982) proposed 
innovation as a recovery strategy in a Turnaround Process. More specifically he 
recognizes innovation as one of the two open options for a company in the recovery stage 
(create new products, design new processes and production methods, expansion into new 
markets, etc.) while the second option is to expand through acquisitions. 
Abouzeedan (2011) approaches innovation by investigating its effect on the SME’s 
performance. The objective of the study is to answer the question about the innovation 
related activities of SME's relationship with their environment, through an integrated 
model for measuring the performance of SME, which will be able to recognize, and take 
into account, the innovative activities of each SME. 
In reply to this question, of whether innovation affects the performance of the SME or 
not, the researcher proposes a new model and two assessment tools. The Survival Index 
Value model (SIV), composed of both qualitative and quantitative parameters. The input 
parameters of SIV refer to the internal environment of the company and they include: the 
number of employees, the maximum number of workers, company age and the average 
lifetime of enterprises in the relevant business sector. The model also makes the 
distinction between the different categories of enterprise. These indicators are qualitative 
aspects related to the company characteristics. Quantitative parameters of SIV model 
includes sales (or turnover), the intake and absorption of new technologies, as indicated 
by the investment and total cost of production, the initial investment cost, the self-funded 
initial capital investment, and margin (a neutral percent). 
Avlonitis and Salavou (2007), suggest that innovation is a condition which is present in 
several areas of entrepreneurship and can be defined as the ability of a company to create 
and introduce products that will incorporate new features. The authors focus on the 
business’s orientation profile of entrepreneurs, and try to relate the innovative dimensions 
of a company’s products with the performance level of the company as a whole. As 
regards the first part of the investigation concerned with whether business orientation 
profiles of SME entrepreneurs are recognizable, the survey results reveal two opposing 
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business orientations one active and one passive. Active entrepreneurs, unlike passive 
ones, adopt a more aggressive attitude, which is characterized by the willingness to 
undertake risky actions before the competition does. An additional important factor for 
the performance of new products introduced by both groups is foresight. 
In the second part of the investigation, (concerning product innovativeness in relation to 
the entrepreneur’s business orientation profile), the results indicate that active 
entrepreneurs differ greatly from passive ones in terms of product innovativeness, which 
in turn leads to differences regarding the overall performance level of the business. In 
conclusion, the researchers indicate that the entrepreneur’s business orientation profile 
substantially influences the innovativeness of the company’s products as well as its 
overall performance.  
Competitive Strategies 
According to Hofer (1980), on an enterprise level, there are two major categories of 
Turnaround Strategies, that a company or organization may adopt and follow. In his 
approach, Hofer (1980), focuses on those strategies which are designed to help the 
company survive. These strategies, depending on the degree of competitive position that 
the business desires to have, can be further categorized. According to Hofer (1980), 
operating turnarounds can be broken down to four different types none of which requires 
a change in strategy at the operational level. This applies particularly to increase of 
revenue, reduced operating costs, and reduced fixed costs or a combination of these. On 
the other hand of course, the goal of strategic Turnaround is to change the strategy at an 
operational level, with the purpose of gaining a competitive advantage.  
According to Porter (1980), the competitive advantage is held by an organization when 
its profitability is greater than the industry’s average. The two basic types of competitive 
advantage sought by business organizations, which are inextricably linked to their 
purpose and activities, lead to three basic strategies: 
• Cost Leadership 
Porter (1980) claimed that Cost Leadership Strategy has been achieved by a company, 
when it is able to produce its products or services at the lowest cost in the industry. This 
can be achieved either by using economies of scale, or privileged access to raw materials 
and other production factors. Maintaining and expanding the advantage of low production 
cost, in relation to other firms in the industry, is a key objective in a company’s effort to 
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achieve the first of the three generic strategies proposed by Porter as a means of leading 
to a competitive advantage. 
• Differentiation 
The Differentiation Strategy, according to Porter (1980), refers to the ability of the 
company to provide its products or services those features that differentiate and make 
them unique in the market, according to the buyers' perception.  
• Focus  
The Focus Strategy is chosen and developed by the company in order to achieve 
competitive advantage in a particular range and purpose of activity within the industry. 
As Porter (1980) suggested, there are two ways to implement this strategy: a) focus on 
production costs when the company is trying to achieve a cost advantage in the target 
segment it has chosen to focus on and b) focus on diversification of the product or service 
when the company is trying to differentiate within the selected market segment. The 
choice of target segment is made by the enterprise and concerns either, addressing specific 
needs or selecting a system of production and distribution that differs significantly from 
those of the industry. 
Several scholars associate the competitive strategies described above with specific 
characteristics of the business. More specifically, Hill and Jones (2007), link 
organizational structure, mechanisms of integration, performance monitoring and other 
company control mechanisms, with competitive strategies in order to adapt the structure 
of the unit to better serve these strategies. 
The question of whether a company can simultaneously achieve cost leadership and 
differentiation is given by Papadakis (2007), who considers such combination strategies 
feasible, provided the development, and adoption of business management systems such 
as: a) Flexible industrial systems b) Standardization of final product c) Total Quality 
Management d) Utilization of linkages with suppliers e) Product packages.  
Repositioning 
Repositioning is primarily a marketing term first introduced by Jack Trout (1969). The 
term repositioning, according to Trout and Rivkin (1996) refers to the attempt to identify 
and gain possession of certain characteristics in terms of market share for both the brand 
and the product or service, by using traditional marketing positioning strategies.  
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Once it becomes clear that the term, “positioning”, refers to a process which takes place 
in the mind of the consumer, and therefore concerns the overall perception of the market 
or a market segment for the product or service compared with those of the competitors, 
the importance of adopting this strategy becomes clear. Rivkin and Trout (1981) claimed 
that the company can use specific strategic actions in order to positively influence the 
perception of itself and its products to its target-market. 
When brands detect a decline in their economic performance then it is imperative that 
they undergo a repositioning of their products or services. Therefore, the concept of 
repositioning for the researchers, whether it concerns brands, products or services, is 
particularly important for the survival of companies operating within competitive 
markets. The process of positioning can be distinguished in the following cases: 
• Brand Positioning Process 
An effective Brand Positioning is defined as the process of tracking and communicating 
the uniqueness of a brand. This process usually involves the following actions:  
1. Identifying the business’s direct competition  
2. Understanding how each competitor is positioning their business today 
3. Documenting the provider's own positioning as it exists today 
4. Comparing the company's positioning to its competitors' 
5. Developing a distinctive, differentiating and value-based positioning 
concept 
6. Creating a positioning statement with key messages and customer value 
propositions. 
• Product Positioning Process 
The process of effective product placement typically includes the following processes: 
1. Defining the market in which the product or brand will compete 
2. Identifying the attributes that define the product space 
3. Collecting information from a sample of customers about their perceptions 
4. Determining each product's share of mind 
5. Determining each product's current location in the product space 
6. Determining the target market's preferred combination of attributes 
7. Examining the fit between the product and the market 
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In the modern and ever–changing business environment, repositioning is a very important 
and necessary concept not just for the brand, product or the service, but for the entire 
organization. This concept finds particularly fertile ground in the case of SMEs where the 
absence of very strong brand names and major production lines is evident. Especially for 
an SME in decline, facing a significant drop in revenue, the choice of product 
repositioning seems imperative. A company's repositioning is a very serious process and 
before the decision to pursue it is made the management must make sure that the company 
will be able to face the subsequent challenges. Challenges that go beyond the normal 
challenges of marketing, since repositioning must be combined with a sustained effort to 
influence the perception of customers. 
External Aid 
According to Hughes (1997), the banking system is the main source of external financing 
for SMEs after trade credit. Unfortunately, for various reasons and causes, accessibility 
to the banking system is not always available to SMEs. This limited access to the banking 
system can act as a limiting growth factor of SMEs.  
A major reason for restricting the accessibility to bank financing is the reduction of credit 
during a period of economic crisis. According to the Bank of Greece, (2012) the decline 
in credit growth in the banking system and its configuration at negative levels, as a result 
of the current economic crisis, is particularly acute in countries like Greece in which credit 
growth stood at a rate of -4 % during the year 2012. 
Easing imperfections of financial markets is made possible through government policies 
and interventions which are aimed at adopting and introducing a number of tools such as 
interest subsidies, various guarantee schemes (through corporate mutual guarantee), 
incentives for venture capital, tax incentives for trading in alternative markets and special 
public programs, in order to facilitate access to capital markets. 
The research of Briozzo and Cardone-Riportella (2012) has been designed to study the 
relevance of public finance assistance programs for Spanish SMEs and their economic 
performance during times of crisis, and, in particular during the recent crisis of 2008. 
More specifically, the researcher studied the effect of financial aid programs in selected 
efficacy variables such as: 
1. Asset growth 
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2. Sales growth 
3. Job growth 
4. Efficiency growth 
5. Productivity growth 
These variables were used in order to investigate the hypothesis that SMEs participating 
in external financial aid programs, experience higher rates of growth (or smaller decay 
rates) during a crisis, in their investments and measured total assets, compared to those 
not participating. 
The findings of the study show that the results of financial aid programs are stronger 
during a financial crisis. In normal periods: Participation in the program positively affects 
variables 1,2,4,5. In times of economic crisis: Participation in the program positively 
affects all variables. The researchers note that the results of their study have emerged 
from non- homogenized data of participating enterprises and depend on turnover, capital, 
level of debt, as well as the number and age of employees. 
 
 Factors leading to the implementation of Turnaround Strategies 
Many research approaches have been made by several researchers regarding the factors 
that have led business organizations, to adopt and implement Turnaround Strategies to 
address the impact of those factors deriving from either the external or the internal 
business environment on their performance and viability (Table 2.7). These factors can 
be categorized into two broad categories, those deriving from the firm’s external business 
environment and those deriving from the firm’s internal business environment.  
Abebe et al., (2010) examined the relationship between the CEO power and the firm’s 
performance after Turnaround Strategies implementation under conditions of 
environmental changes. Their research approach showed that factors deriving from both 
the ever-changing external and internal business environment led to Organizational 
Change Strategies implementation. In addition, CEO’s leadership and personal profile 
characteristics play a crucial role in Turnaround Strategies implementation. On the other 
hand, Boyne and Meyer (2009), in their research approach, argued that the environmental 
change led to the implementation of Organizational Change Strategies, Retrenchment 
Strategies and Repositioning Strategies. 
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According to several researchers (Beeri, I., 2011; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et 
al., 2006; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Ho et al., 2010) financial crisis is a critical factor 
deriving from the firm’s external business environment, which has a significant impact 
on the SMEs performance and viability. This leads to the adoption and implementation 
of the Turnaround Strategies: Organizational Change, Retrenchment, Innovation and 
Competitive – Repositioning Strategies.   
   
 Factors Leading to the Turnaround Strategies Adoption 
 
Source: By the author 
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Lohrke et al., (2004) investigated the role of the firm’s internal business environment 
changes, and specifically, of top-management teams under economic constraint 
circumstances (external business environment), factors that led to formulating and 
implementing Turnaround Strategies. Namely: Organizational Change, Retrenchment, 
Innovation, and Competitive - Repositioning (Market Strategies). Factors deriving from 
the firm’s internal environment that led to the adoption and implementation of the 
Turnaround Strategies: Organizational Change and Retrenchment have been studied by 
Coman Keith (2009). External environmental factors, and the SME size, as well, led, 
according to Abouzeedan Adli (2011), to the Turnaround Strategy Innovation adoption 
while according to Avlonitis and Salavou (2007) the SME size and the Entrepreneurial 
Orientation led as well to the adoption of the same strategy.  
Finally, the factors that led to the Turnaround Strategy: External Aid, according to the 
research approach of Artola Concha and Genre Veronique (2011), were the access to 
Finance, the SME size and the Financial Crisis as well.  
 
 The Turnaround Process Theoretical Framework 
Turnaround Management researchers, since the early eighties, focused on Turnaround 
strategies that had to be employed at different stages during a specific process known as 
“Turnaround Process”. Most of them studied the severity of the situation, through 
identification of  the causes or factors (external, internal) that provoked the firm’s decline. 
The following table 2.8, is an attempt to record the most important research approaches 
in the field of Turnaround Management on corporate recovery through a “Turnaround 
Process”, with the use of specific Turnaround Strategies. 
There is no unanimous agreement in the literature concerning the actions followed during 
each given stage. This was also Hofer’s (1980) opinion when he stated that after 
determining the nature of the Turnaround Situation, you then need to establish a 
"framework for deciding which type of turnaround should be used in a particular 
situation". The development of a suitable framework will lead to sound decision making 
concerning the appropriate Turnaround Strategies for each Turnaround situation. The 
hiring of external experts, capable and experienced in managing Turnaround situations, 
for successful recovery strategies, is the requirement for the vast majority of the small 
and micro SMEs that face decline situations, in order to ensure their survival and viability. 
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 Α broad view of Turnaround Process Literature (1980 – 2012) 
 
Source: Personal development based on Schoenberg, et al. (2013) 
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Hofer (1980) was among the first authors who tried to link the severity of a Turnaround 
situation with specific measures of retrenchment, when he introduced a relationship 
determining the percentage of reduction in operating costs and assets, according to the 
level of the Turnaround Situation’s severity. In order to indicate the significance of the 
decision, which should be taken when analysing a Turnaround Situation, for the proper 
selection of the appropriate Turnaround Strategy, he presented a Turnaround Strategies 
Performance Model, which is based on a sample of 12 firms.  
More specifically, Hofer (1980) examined the severity of the Turnaround Situation faced 
by these firms, the Turnaround Strategies they utilized, and then proceeded to rate the 
results of these strategies in terms of economic performance and survival of the 
organizations. 
The key to Hofer’s (1980) approach is in measuring the severity of the situation by the 
percentage of sales made by the company in relation to the sales level corresponding to 
the break-even point. If sales of the enterprise are less than ⅓ of these corresponding to 
Break Even Point (BEP), then the only viable option is usually the strategic choice of 
assets reduction, especially when the firm is close to possible bankruptcy. The basic 
premise is that for a company to pursue a Turnaround Process, the current estimated value 
must be greater than its liquidation value. If sales are between 30% and 60% of those 
corresponding to BEP, then the appropriate strategy is that of revenue growth, while if 
sales are in the 60% -80% range of BEP, then a combination of strategies is proposed. 
When the rate of sales exceeds 80% of BEP, then a cost-cutting approach is suggested 
(Figure 2.4).  
 
The contribution of Hofer (1980) is very important for the entire Turnaround Literature 
since he investigated the role of Turnaround Situation Severity for selecting appropriate 
turnaround strategies for declining businesses. Hofer (1980) also introduced the 
relationship between the severity of the decline and the percentage of reductions in both 
costs and assets that the company should calculate in its strategic plan in order to recover. 
The determination of this directly proportional relationship, between the intensity of the 
business’s financial downturn and the rate of costs and assets reductions, has been a 
capital contribution to Turnaround theory. It acknowledges downturn severity as an 
important factor of the Turnaround Process, while at the same time defines retrenchment 
as an inescapable component of Turnaround Strategies. According to Hofer (1980), the 
process that turns a declining company into a recovering one must begin by calculating 
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the decline’s severity. Hofer’s Approach (1980) formed the basis of many researchers’ 
conceptual frameworks, allowing them to develop their own thoughts and help the 
evolution of Turnaround Process theory (Beeri, 2011; Boyne and Meier, 2009; Cater and 
Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Choudhury, 2002; Grinyer et al., 1988; Ho et al., 
2010; Li et al., 2011; Pearce and Robbins, 1994; Rasheed, 2005; Robbins and Pearce, 
1992; Sudarsanam and Lai, 2001).  
Hofer (1980) states that: "before beginning a turnaround, make sure the going concern 
value of the firm is substantially greater than its liquidation value". In an attempt to 
analyse a Turnaround situation, Bibeault (1982), states that such a situation may be 
perceived by some early warning signals of decline. 
However, according to him, it is generally difficult to detect and diagnose the early 
problems of a firm before they begin to threaten its development and progress, as well as 
its very existence. These warning signs are classified into three basic categories: 
Signals deriving from mathematical prediction methods 
The following methods apply to the category of mathematical forecasting to detect signs 
of bankruptcy: 
The first of these concerns the Z-score method, (Altman, 1968), the use of which leads to 
financial metrics across the enterprise. The advantage of this method is that the 
measurements can reliably predict the likelihood of a potential bankruptcy in the short 
time-span of two years, depending on the index value. 
A value below 1.81 means a strong possibility of bankruptcy in the next two years. Many 
researchers today (Campbell et al., 2011; Chava and Jarrow, 2004; Shumway, 2001) 
question the value of this method, considering that it does not respond adequately to the 
modern business environment. 
The second approach developed by Wilcox (1971), is known as Gambler's Ruin 
Prediction of Bankruptcy. The model is derived by solving the well-known statistical 
dilemma gamblers face when attending a casino with X € and 1 € betting with a 50% 
chance of winning 2 € or losing the 1 € he/she betted. The problem is calculating the 
chance of losing his/her entire sum after n bets. This problem extends to the business 
sector as well. According to the approach of Wilcox (1971), the total equity of the 
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company is a reserve, and cash flows by the firm will either add (positive cash flow) or 
subtract (negative cash- flows) to/from the reserve. In the event of bankruptcy, the reserve 
has been exhausted. 
 
 Hofer’s Model for Deciding on the Type of Operating Turnaround 
Strategy to Follow 
 
Source: Hofer, (1980) 
 
Both methods seem to have a common feature which is a disadvantage in the calculation 
of the result. It is based primarily on historical data derived from the financial statements 
of the company, thus ignoring the dynamics of the organization itself and the 
environment, as well as the potential impact of random events that may positively or 
negatively affect the performance of the company. 
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Adverse trend signals 
This category, as Bibeault (1982) noted, includes symptoms associated mainly with 
decreasing sales and profits margins, the place of the firm in the market, the deterioration 
of its financial indicators, quality management, and various other factors such as the 
following: 
1. Declining Margins (Sales & Profit) 
2. Declining Market Share 
3. Debt Increasing Rapidly (Due to excessive leverage) 
4. Working Capital Decline 
5. Management Turnover 
6. Other Financial Red Flags 
7. Rapid Turnover of People 
8. Decline Rate of Reinvestment 
Adverse behavioural trends 
The third category contains symptoms that qualify as subjective. In contrast with the 
previous categories, they cannot be measured, and are related to the basic structure and 
functions of the business. According to Bibeault (1982), such “intangibles” are: 
1. Poor Communications 
2. Low morale of workforce & Medium level management team 
In conclusion, Bibeault (1982) suggested that the characteristics of a Turnaround situation 
a careful analyst can observe are: 
• Customers' level 
• Decline in product or service quality 
• Price cuts 
• Tight credit policy 
• Suppliers' level 
• Firm is running down of stocks of material or components 
• Reducing size of orders 
• Longer time of payback 
• Employees' level employment 
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• Greater resistances to pay increases 
• Cuts in overtime 
• Less generous treatment  
General signals 
• Capital expenditure delays authorizations 
• Rising inventory 
• Outdated products 
• Declining market share 
• Growing volume of customer complaints 
• Increasing desperation among top and middle management 
For Bibeault (1982), the first distinct stage, or phase of the Turnaround Process, is the 
management change stage. This change, according to him, is the key to a successful 
Turnaround Process. Managers experienced in Turnaround Processes must be recruited 
and held responsible for taking the necessary actions in order to begin reversing the 
organization’s decline. Bibeault, (1982) describing the Turnaround Process, states in his 
work, that for a declining company to recover a multistep process must be followed. 
According to Bibeault (1982) the steps of the Turnaround Process are the following: 
• The management change stage 
• The evaluation stage 
• The emergency stage 
• The stabilization stage 
• The return-to-normal growth stage 
According to his vision, the primary purpose of businesses in decline is survival, achieved 
by positive cash flows. The process of how to achieve positive cash flows is based on 
austerity policies (retrenchment). For example: liquidation, divestiture, shrinking the 
product portfolio, or reducing the number of employees. Having successfully completed 
the first phase, the phase that follows concerns the process of recovery during which the 
organization sets the targets for its development and growth. The means of achieving this 
goal is one through mergers and acquisitions, through the development of new products, 
the expansion into new markets or the increases in market penetration. 
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Among these stages of retrenchment and recovery, Bibeault saw the existence of a critical 
point in time during which the decay of the organization just stops. At this point the 
company has two options: either to continue the existing strategy and collect the benefits 
of cost and asset reductions, or to diversify its strategy to focus on development. Bibeault 
(1982), and other researchers (Pearce et al., 1987; Sloma, 1985), agree that the phase of 
austerity (retrenchment) is the most important step in the Turnaround Process. Bibeault’s 
approach (1982), was for many researchers (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 
2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Ho et al., 2010; Li et al., 2011; Pearce and Robbins, 1994; 
Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Sudarsanam and Lai, 2001) the starting point for developing 
a model of the Turnaround Process consisting of two or more stages, thus contributing 
significantly to the improvement of existing literature. The method that Bibeault (1982) 
proposed for achieving the objective of corporate recovery, is none other than the classic 
retrenchment activities: liquidation, shrinking of the product portfolio, employee layoffs. 
The next stage involves the process of recovery, during which the organization sets 
objectives regarding its development and growth. This goal can be achieved through the 
employment of various strategies: mergers and acquisitions, development of new 
products, expansion into new markets and increasing market penetration. 
Both Bibeault (1982), and other researchers (Pearce et al., 1987; Sloma, 1985), agree that 
the phase of austerity (retrenchment stage), is the most important step of the Turnaround 
Process. 
O’ Neil (1986), following the research approaches of Hofer (1980), Bibeault (1982) and 
Slatter (1984), studied 13 firms, where 9 of them adopted and implemented Turnaround 
Strategies, while the other 4 out of 13 did not. For the 9 firms that adopted Turnaround 
Strategies a common Turnaround Strategy amongst others, was top-level management 
change (Organizational Turnaround Strategy). O’ Neil (1986) concluded that a successful 
Turnaround Process should be based on a combination of the following four types of 
strategies: Management Strategies (organizational change) Cutback Strategies, Growth 
Strategies and Restructuring Strategies.   
Grinyer et al., (1988) provided their version of the Turnaround Process definition. They 
define the concept of Turnaround, as a process in which the performance of an enterprise 
moves from the stage of decline to the stage of recovery. Grinyer et al. (1988) studied the 
Turnaround Process within a sample of 25 companies in the UK. They focused on the 
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events that caused changes, the specific actions undertaken, and finally the performance 
characteristics of those firms that had recovered from decline as well as of those which 
did not. Their findings showed that the decline should reach a critical point before firms 
engage in strategic changes. This critical point can be identified by taking into 
consideration the organization's state of operations in conjunction with administrative and 
strategic changes.  
As discussed in Section 2.3.2.2, the phase of a Turnaround situation, in which the severity 
of the problem is assessed, is followed by the phase of the organizational reaction or 
Turnaround Response. 
The clarification of the term by Robbins and Pearce (1992), states that the Turnaround 
Response refers to those actions that must be taken by a firm in response to the 
consequences of a Turnaround situation. This reaction is carried out with the adoption of 
appropriate strategies that have to be applied to each stage of a Turnaround process. 
Robbins and Pearce (1992) defined Turnaround Response as the implementation of both 
the Retrenchment and the Recovery stages. This implementation requires putting into 
effect specific strategies so that the result of the Turnaround process is successful. 
Therefore, one could conclude that the Turnaround Response is inextricably linked to the 
adoption and implementation of specific rescue strategies whose efficient implementation 
will determine the final outcome of a Turnaround process. 
Robbins and Pearce (1992) underline the lack, at the time, of a comprehensive model for 
a successful Turnaround Process. The researchers gave their own perspective and 
clarification of the term through the development of a multistage model. This model 
distinguishes two major actions in the whole process, that of the Turnaround Situation 
and that of the Turnaround Response. The later consists of two major phases, the 
Retrenchment phase, and the Recovery phase. According to this model the existence of 
internal or external factors or even a combination of them can lead an organization into 
decline. The evaluation of the situation, which came as a result of these factors, leads to 
the analysis of the causes and determines the seriousness of the decline situation. This 
evaluation can range anywhere from low to high, and by calculating it, the first stage of 
this model is completed. In the second stage, the company seeks stabilization through 
retrenchment, and depending on the situation severity; it can either just reduce operating 
costs in the case of low severity situation, or liquidate assets in the case of a high severity 
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situation. The objective of the organization’s survival through the achievement of positive 
cash flows can be attained by adopting certain strategies, such as: liquidation, divestment, 
improving operational efficiency and reducing the number of products as well as the 
reducing the number of employees. Successful completion of this stage leads to stability, 
at which point a firm can choose to either stabilize, after achieving positive cash flows, 
or choose a business expansion and development strategy. The objective during the third 
stage is the long-term profitability and growth of the company. The strategies chosen to 
achieve this goal are: increasing market penetration, developing new products and 
entering new markets etc. The multistage model of the strategic Turnaround Process, 
developed by Robbins and Pearce (1992), consists of the following stages: 
• The first stage analyses the causes which provoked a Turnaround Situation, 
focusing on both identifying internal and external factors, the combination of which 
led to such a situation plus assessing their severity. 
• The second step coincides with the phase of austerity. The degree of austerity or 
the rate of reduction of costs and assets, are calculated depending on the severity of 
the situation, with the purpose of increasing the Turnaround Process’s potential for 
success. 
• After the completion of these steps, the phase or stage of stabilization follows. 
During this stage, and after stabilization has been achieved, the company has to 
select its Recovery Strategies. Those strategies must fit the combination of causes 
that led the organization to the decline. 
• The final stage or phase, is that of Recovery. At this stage, the company will utilize 
the recovery strategies selected during the stabilization phase. The recovery stage 
may either have a functional character, if the company chooses to simply manage 
its profitability, or a strategic character, if the company chooses the goal of 
expansion and development. 
As shown in Figure 2.5 from the schematic representation of the Robbins and Pearce 
model (1992), the phase of Turnaround Response, consists of two stages: 1) 
Retrenchment stage and 2) Recovery stage. The authors themselves argue that 
“retrenchment should be considered as the first stage in a multistage recovery effort” 
(Pearce and Robbins, 1994). From the schematic in figure 2.6, it was observed, that the 
Turnaround Response shows its form in the second phase of the model where the analysis 
and assessment of the combination of external and internal factors, leads to the 
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determination of the Turnaround Situation severity. The retrofitting of Pearce and 
Robbins’ model (1994), further complicates the situation since they claim: "We follow the 
lead of Bibeault (1982), Finklin (1985), Grinyer et al. (1988), and Slatter (1984) who 
have also concluded that there are two distinct phases to turnaround: retrenchment and 
recovery”.  
Certainly, both Robbins and Pearce (1992), and Hofer (1980), agree that Turnaround 
Strategies are classified into two major categories, Operational Turnaround and Strategic 
Turnaround, where the choice of either of them, or their combination, leads to a 
Successful Turnaround (Robbins and Pearce, 1992). The model of Robbins and Pearce 
1992, has served as a reference point for several researchers (Cater and Schwab, 2008; 
Chathoth et al., 2006), concerning the success or failure of Turnaround. 
The empirical part of the Robbins and Pearce study (1992), utilized a sample of 38 textile 
companies in the USA facing turnaround situations during the 1976-1985 period. The 
results of the study showed that: 
a) Businesses attributing the causes of the decline to external causes were less likely 
to include a phase of austerity in their recovery strategy.  
b) Due to the fact that, in a state of recovery, cost cutting has a stable positive 
relationship with organizational performance, companies whose decline was due 
to internal causes achieved higher performances than those whose decline was due 
to external causes. 
c) Cost cutting was universally considered as an absolutely necessary strategy for 
the success of a Turnaround Process. 
d) The main costs where reduction was connected with the success of the Turnaround 
Process were those of inventory and interests. 
e) When cost cutting, although leading to improved profit margins, was insufficient 
to meet the company’s current obligations, cuts in fixed assets were required for 
a successful Turnaround Process. 
f) Proceeds derived from the liquidation of inventory items, equipment and assets 
should be used to reduce long-term liabilities, and, therefore, for the payment of 
interests. 
g) Simultaneous cost and assets reductions resulted in the highest average 
performance for the Turnaround Process. 
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Based on the above research results, Robbins and Pearce (1992) suggested that: 
1. Businesses should include Retrenchment in their turnaround program, regardless of 
the severity of the situation. 
2. The process or phase of Retrenchment should initially focus on controlling and 
reducing costs. 
3. If the assessment of the company’s financial situation indicates that cost cutting alone 
will not be able to lead to stabilization, then the retrenchment stage should be 
complemented with aggressive reduction of fixed assets. 
A different view on the conclusions drawn from the research of Robbins and Pearce 
(1992) is given by Barker and Mone (1994), especially concerning the process of 
retrenchment. According to the assertions of Robbins and Pearce (1992), an increase in 
the ratio of ROI (Return on Investment) as well as increases in other performance 
indicators for declining firms, are closely associated with the adoption of Retrenchment 
Strategies. Thus, the stage of Retrenchment should be an integral component of any 
business in decline strategy. 
On the contrary, the hypothesis of Barker and Mone (1994) was that austerity is not the 
cause of financial recovery, but mostly a consequence of the sharp drop in performance, 
during which the financial performance of the business is extremely poor. Their results 
were based on the data processing of the same 32 US textile companies, used in the 
investigation of Robbins’ and Pearce’s (1992) investigation, for the period from 1976 to 
1985. This view, formulated by Barker and Mone (1994), was countered by Pearce and 
Robbins (1994), who focused on blaming the methodological approach of Barker and 
Mone (1994) for this result, which was based on secondary data collected not from 
published financial statements, but from a secondary source. According to Pearce and 
Robbins (1994), this methodological approach is inappropriate and is what led Barker and 
Mone (1994), to different conclusions than their own. Pearce and Robbins (1994) also 
indicated that the study of Barker and Mone (1994) was based on a short, single-stage, 
Turnaround Process perspective. 
Arogyaswamy et al., (1995) proposed an integrative two stage-model for corporate 
recovery. They suggested that a firm’s Turnaround, as a response to decline, should 
include two main sets of strategies: a) decline-stemming strategies and b) recovery 
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strategies. These strategies should be supported effective actions taken by top 
management. 
 
 Stages in the Turnaround Process 
 
Source: Robbins & Pearce (1992) 
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A similar approach is that of Chowdhury’s (2002), who, in his effort to clarify the term, 
Turnaround Process, considers that it is not the single event but a sequence of events that, 
when combined, can describe the result of an improved performance or unimproved 
performance, in a particular time range (space). 
 
 The Robbins and Pearce’s Model of the Turnaround Process 
 
Source: Robbins & Pearce (1992) 
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As Chowdhury (2002) claimed, because the Turnaround Process involves change by 
definition, followed by a sequence of events for a specific period of time, the theory of 
stages as it had been formed at the time of his publication, was partially inadequate for 
the interpretation of this phenomenon. 
The approach of Chowdhury (2002) is based on the work of Barker and Monee (1994), 
Krueger and Willard (1991) and Weitzel and Jonsson (1989). It presents a four stage 
theoretical model which incorporated elements of previous research efforts which 
referred to both the decline, and the Turnaround phases. Chowdhury (2002) believed that 
the model satisfied the three critical requirements for a stage theory  namely: a) Incident, 
b) Concept and c) Notion. The presentation of the model can, in his view, lead to future 
research concerning the Turnaround Process, since, as he noted, the lack of a 
comprehensive Turnaround theory is due to the wide gulf between empirical findings, 
based on either large samples or descriptions of cases, and the work that has been done to 
systematically uncover the causal structure of the events, from the beginning of an 
organization’s decline up to its final recovery or failure. 
According to the Stage Turnaround Model, the Turnaround Process consists of four 
stages, the first of which shows the temporal decline in performance of the organization 
until it reaches the lowest point. At this point the organizational response occurs and the 
second stage of the process begins which lasts until it is replaced by the third Turnaround 
stage, that of transition. According to Chowdhury (2002), the transition stage is the most 
crucial of the entire process, since the decisions taken during the second stage should be 
implemented during this phase. This requires a considerable amount of time before the 
signs of recovery become visible. This time period can range from 4 to 16 years, with its 
mean duration being 7.7 years. The fourth stage, that of effect, has as its starting point the 
intersection of performance measures, it is during this stage that the success or failure of 
the process is defined. As one can observe in Figure 2.7, the four stage Chowdhury’s 
(2002) model, can be said to consist of three phases: a) the phase of decline (stage 1), b) 
the intermediate stage (stage 2 & stage 3) and c) the phase of the final product of the 
process (stage 4). 
According to Chowdhury (2002), there is no integrated Turnaround model in the existing 
literature in terms of the scope and dimension of the Turnaround Process, which is a 
complex multi-phase process with three main phases: 1) The Turnaround Situation 2) The 
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Retrenchment Phase and, 3) The Recovery Phase. Each of these phases consists of at least 
one stage, leading many researchers to distinguish four or five steps in this process (Hofer, 
1980; Chowdhury, 2002). 
 
 Chowdhury’s Turnaround Process 
 
Source: Chowdhury (2002) 
 
As claimed by Pearce and Robbins (1993), "as a consequence, the study of business level 
turnaround is without a unifying theory to guide its advancement". The stages or phases 
of the Turnaround Process, on which most researchers converge, are described and 
analysed below: 
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Chowdhury (2002) considers that the organization of a Turnaround Response is an 
intermediate phase consisting of two stages, Response initiation and Transition, as shown 
by the schematic presentation of the model (Figure 2.7). 
Lohrke et al., (2004) mentioned that if a business was in decline because of the cyclical 
downswing in munificence, then recovery can be achieved by adopting operating 
turnaround strategies. On the contrary, if it was in decline because its strategies had 
become misaligned with its task environment, then it may be necessary to implement a 
strategic turnaround approach for successful recovery. According to Lohrke et al., (2004), 
the role of the top management team in the recovery process is important. Having 
analysed the causes of the decline of the organization, top management should choose 
either an operating or a strategic turnaround approach in order to successfully complete 
the recovery stage. 
Thus, when the top management team achieves stabilization of the organization’s 
performance in order to allow recovery, they will have to make those strategic decisions 
which will carry out the recovery process. This can be achieved either by increasing long-
term profitability of the business, in which case an operating turnaround approach must 
be followed, or by altering the strategic position of the company on the market, in which 
case a strategic turnaround approach is required. Thus, the researchers are in line with the 
analysis of Robbins and Pearce (1992) as described above. 
Chathoth et al. (2006) wanted to investigate the applicability of the model developed by 
Robbins and Pearce (1992) (whose conclusions were drawn from the study of 38 textile 
companies in the U.S.) from enterprises in the catering sector. Although textile industries 
belong to the manufacturing sector, and catering businesses in the services sector, 
Chathoth et al. (2006), consider the approximation valid, hence there is no problem 
utilizing the model of Robbins and Pearce (1992). Two restaurant chains were selected 
and monitored for a period of 5 years in order to analyse and study their turnaround 
strategies and actions. These companies were selected as part of the sample because: 
• For a time, they were the leaders in their industry 
• They were considered successful until the mid-90’s. 
• It was not possible to successfully implement the turnaround process and recover 
despite the effort made in the second half of the 90’s. 
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• Faced recession and decline at a time when the respective sector was profitable. 
• During the turnaround process the two companies had an extended base asset. 
This is particularly interesting in terms of retrenchment strategies implementation. 
• The model of Robbins and Pearce (1992) was used as a basis of comparison of 
the two firms’ operations and recovery strategies. 
The authors concluded that the failure of recovery strategies adopted by the two 
companies was due to the loss of control in the retrenchment phase, which would permit 
the replacement of some strategies with others, so as to achieve stabilization which would 
be the basis of the recovery phase. Special emphasis is given to the time that must elapse 
between the moment that stabilization is achieved and the beginning of the recovery stage. 
The researchers proceed to make the following recommendations for a turnaround 
situation: 
• In a turnaround situation, the objective of the business should be to end the 
recession. All actions and efforts should be geared to this purpose and not interfere 
with other activities. 
• The two main objectives, retrenchment and recovery, should be the reference 
points for the organization's activities. Austerity measures include actions that lead 
to the stabilization of declining business and, as such, are considered to be: 
liquidation, disinvestment, reducing product base and reducing staff. This stage, as 
the first stage of the process, involves short-term actions that reduce cost levels, as 
well as fixed assets. 
• The Recovery stage that follows the retrenchment stage involves actions by the 
enterprise to achieve the goal of development and growth once the previous stage 
is successful. 
• The company should develop a time schedule for the inspection and assessment 
of retrenchment strategies, so as to be able to replace some of them before the start 
of the recovery strategies. 
• The company should implement austerity measures regardless of the causes of 
decline. 
An interesting approach is that of Smith et al. (2006), who examined the distribution of 
power among the members of the top management team and its impact on the company’s 
performance. The researchers specifically investigated the impact (positive or negative) 
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caused by the unequal distribution of power between the team members, and its effect on 
business performance. Smith et al. (2006) recorded fair decision-making as positive 
effects, while limited flow of information and slowness of making strategic decisions 
were recorded as negative. 
Chathoth, et al. (2006), explored the procedures and the outcome of the Turnaround 
Process, adopted by 2 restaurant firms trying to recover after a period of decline. The 
purpose of this study was to examine why these two SMEs failed to recover, and also to 
identify the gaps between the actions implemented for a successful turnaround, and 
actions of the turnaround empirical model proposed by Robbins and Pearce (1992). Both 
companies, after analysing and identifying the causes of their decline, began the two–step 
stage to secure their survival, by achieving positive cash flows, as well as to achieve the 
general improvement of the company in terms of profitability. The first of a two–step 
stage was: 
Retrenchment Measures 
The measures taken by both companies to control and stabilize the situation at the 
operational level were: 
• They hired new managers in order to "run" the turnaround process, 
simultaneously training the management team and middle managers. 
• Reduced expenditures starting from the liquidation of underused fixed assets of 
the organization, and the closing of underperforming units, while at the same time 
stopping expansion in order to improve operational efficiency, and achieve cost 
savings (advertising expenses, administrative and general expenses, cost of 
marketing and promotion, travel expenses, etc.). 
• They proceeded to employee layoffs in order to reduce salaries and wages. 
• They focused on their core competencies, as well as trying to tighten control 
measures in order to increase corporate performance, especially in departments and 
products outside the scope of core business, which were acquired during the phase 
of aggressive growth. 
Recovery Measures 
The measures taken by both companies for recovery, as well as the conditions and time 
they implemented were: 
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• The implementation of recovery strategies for both companies began before they 
reached stability. 
• Implementation of a segmentation strategy, acquisitions, new products 
development and expansion into new markets (Even before they reached stability). 
• Emphasis was placed on the development of new product prototypes, and the 
remodelling of existing facilities to increase employee productivity and customer 
satisfaction. 
• A new menu was developed and tailored to meet the needs of new markets. 
• The organization experienced the inefficiency of the capital structure through 
economic restructuring and reorganization which effectively helped in 
repositioning products to better manage the company's marketing. 
• Steps were taken to increase employee satisfaction as Chathoth et al., (2006) 
suggested, through training programs and incentives. 
In conclusion, both companies address this problem with both operational and strategic 
actions. They implemented the retrenchment phase according to the empirical model of 
Robbins and Pearce (1992), but they immediately proceeded to implement the next stage 
of the recovery phase. That last decision was a deviation from the model’s principles, 
which requires that after the phase of austerity the organization must be stabilized before 
proceeding to recovery strategies. The simultaneous usage of retrenchment and recovery 
strategies led to the loss of control in the retrenchment phase and can be held responsible 
for both companies’ failure to achieve recovery. 
Cater and Schwab (2008) examined the organizational crisis as a factor influencing the 
implementation of Turnaround Strategies on two family-related SMEs. In Cater and 
Schwab’s paper, the analysis focuses on two family-related SMEs, what affects the ability 
of these companies to make top management changes, to enlist experts from the external 
environment, to adopt cost-cutting strategies, and, eventually to recover. According to 
their view, any significant organizational structure’s decline leads the organization to 
crisis which seriously threatens its existence. In the existing literature, organizational 
decline represents a significant loss of time and resources (Cameron et al., 1987). 
Organizational decline has not been given the attention it deserves as a factor of crisis. 
According to Baum (1989), it is usually associated with problems that arise from the 
internal environment of the company and is related to smaller, negative effects, like: 
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failure to renew or differentiate its product mix, difficulties of investing in core 
competencies of the organization, and low control over operating costs. 
Cater and Schwab (2008) studied the application of turnaround strategies in two family-
controlled SMEs in order to cope with the decline in their performance. The researchers 
sought to identify the actions which were adopted during the retrenchment stage to 
achieve stabilization and subsequent development. 
The special characteristics of the two family-related SMEs potentially exerted a 
significant effect on the organizational decline of the two companies in order to meet the 
three recovery strategies of stage 1 (Top management change, external management 
expertise, and organizational retrenchment). More specifically, Cater and Schwab (2008) 
identified eight factors associated with a family-related business environment that operate 
as inhibitors to the successful implementation Turnaround Strategies. The researchers 
also noted that the decision to replace the top management team with an external 
turnaround expert, paired with the implementation of retrenchment strategies, leads to 
successful Turnaround Processes. More specifically, both companies had set their 
immediate priority to be cutting spending in order to address liquidity problems which 
resulted mainly from the decrease in revenue. The next step in the retrenchment process 
was the cancelling of products which had been added to the production line earlier. 
Refocusing on core product lines provided them with a competitive advantage while 
controlling their operating costs, as a result of reducing their production lines. Also, 
according to the authors, the companies ceased any investments related to production, 
transportation and distribution, and relied, for a period of four to five years on readily 
available resources. The approach of Cater and Schwab (2008) shows that in order for 
family firms to face organizational crisis with success, they must base their efforts mainly 
on typical turnaround strategies. These strategies are top-level management changes, 
drawing on external management expertise and organizational retrenchment. 
In figure 2.8, this can be observed as one of the characteristics of family businesses that 
can be held responsible for organizational crisis, as well as the turnaround strategies of 
stage 1, which along with those of stage 2, form the turnaround response of the 
organization.  
In the literature on organizational retrenchment for non–family–controlled businesses 
there are mixed results concerning the process of downsizing. For example, the reduction 
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of production lines, product elimination, liquidation of assets and staff layoffs (Barker 
and Mone, 1994; Barker et al., 1998; Robbins and Pearce, 1992). The empirical approach 
of Cater and Schwab (2008), suggests that family-related businesses should be worried 
about the possibly negative effects of downsizing on the functions of decision–making 
and coordination. 
The need for organizational change as a perquisite of a successful Turnaround Process in 
an SME, is presented in a case study by Coman (2009). The company examined by 
Coman (2009) suffered a continuous decline spanning from 2004 to mid-2007, which led 
the firm owners to hire a specialized external counsellor with experience in managing 
Turnaround situations. Despite the unfavourable macroeconomic conditions in New 
Zealand's economy, the company’s strategic recovery plan included the application of 
specific turnaround strategies, which were to be implemented by the renewed 
management team. 
The renewed management team included a project leader who was accompanied by two 
specialist consultants with specific skills in aspects of finance, accounting, sales, 
marketing, business strategy and the overall management and operation of the business. 
The core of the strategic action chosen was internal operational restructuring with the 
purpose of improving productivity in order to reduce unit costs, and of increasing 
competitiveness, accompanied by specific marketing strategies to increase market share, 
sales, and, therefore, revenue.  
According to the management team’s assessment, the application of the above strategy 
would be the shortest route for the rapid recovery of the organization provided that layoffs 
would be kept at a minimum. 
Once the Turnaround Process was determined, its functional application could be 
implemented with reference to three broad types of recovery strategies, namely: 
• Cost-cutting and Restructuring 
• Organisational Renewal and Capability Building 
• Market Development and Capability Building 
In order to implement these strategies with success, particular emphasis must be given to 
supply-chain-management and marketing orientation, in order to improve 
competitiveness, to maintain high customer value, and to optimize the use of available 
resources. 
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 The Cater and Schwab’s Stage–Based Turnaround Model in 
Established Small Family Firms 
 
Source: Cater & Schwab, (2008) 
 
In conclusion, this study confirms the need of effective management through internal 
restructuring and renewal of the leadership team of SMEs, as Argenti (1976) argued, if 
the risk of type 3, organizational decline is to be avoided. The role of organizational 
change, mainly through changes in the top-level management team and its impact on the 
performance of a declining firm, has preoccupied many researchers in the past (Argenti, 
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1976; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Coman, 2009; Lohrke et al., 2004; Mueller and Barker, 
1997; Slatter, 1984; Robbins and Pearce, 1992). 
Boyne and Meier (2009), in an attempt to clarify the notion of a Turnaround Process term, 
define it as the recovery in the performance of the organization, after a period of 
organizational decline. This view of Boyne and Meier (2009), without being significantly 
different from that of Robbins and Pearce (1992), indicates the importance the researchers 
apply to the organizational causes of organizational decline. Boyne and Meier (2009) 
developed a new model based on theories of existing literature in an attempt to investigate 
the effects of environmental and human resources in organizational performance. Their 
research focuses on failing school districts in Texas, and the ability to recover by 
implementing turnaround strategies like other private sector organizations. In this case, 
the notion of retrenchment is defined in three ways. Originally, the school inspectors in 
the region were requested to assess the relation of cost-reduction and increases in 
efficiency. The index reflects the conceptual approach of strategic austerity. School 
inspectors were asked to determine the significance of the student test results in relation 
to other objectives of the schools in the area. Finally, inspectors were asked to estimate 
the percentage of time they spent in internal management. 
The results showed that schools which adopt this strategy are significantly less likely to 
produce better results. In contrast to data from private organizations, this form of 
retrenchment seems to result in increasing the rate of decline instead of achieving faster 
growth. According to Arogyaswamy et al. (1995) the measure is based on the logic that 
the austerity strategy requires top management to put emphasis on the inner workings of 
the project. 
The researchers claim that “However, studies of turnaround have focused mostly on the 
relative merits of strategies of retrenchment and repositioning and given less weight to 
the external circumstances and internal characteristics of failing organizations”. For this 
reason, a comprehensive turnaround model was developed, which incorporates three 
groups of explanatory variables. The first group of variables explores the implications of 
changes in the work environment of declining organizations, under the basic premise that 
not all businesses face the same environmental conditions. The second explores the 
changes in terms of human resources of the organization, in an attempt to recover from 
the decline, while analysing both conceptually and empirically the impact of hiring 
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frontline staff. The third group investigates the effects of specific turnaround strategies 
adopted in a Turnaround Process, in the light of environmental and organizational 
changes. 
According to Abebe et al. (2010), although many empirical studies and surveys have been 
conducted on this issue, this area of the literature still remains understudied. Abebe et al. 
(2010) approach the issue of organizational change, focusing even further on the power 
of "CEOs in declining organizations attempting turnaround" and its impact on the 
performance of the organization. In modern literature, the role of CEOs is controversial, 
since other researchers associate them with the collapse of powerful organizations (e.g. 
Lehman Brothers) highlighting the strength as a determinant of the final result (McDonald 
and Robinson 2009), while others argue that the power of CEOs is beneficial for 
businesses because through them they achieve strong leadership, coordination and 
centralized control (Finkelstein and D 'Aveni, 1994; Mueller and Barker, 1997). Abebe 
et al. (2010) argue that the power of CEOs could be either beneficial or harmful for 
organizational restructuring, depending on the environmental context in which it operates. 
In dynamic industry sectors, where there are high requirements for the processing and 
dissemination of information among the members of the top management team 
(Finkelstein and D 'Aveni, 1994), the power of CEOs tends to be harmful; since slowing 
down the flow of information is harmful for the selection and implementation of 
appropriate recovery strategies (Hambrick and D 'Aveni, 1992). On the contrary, as 
Haleblian and Finkelstein (1993) claimed, fixed industrial environments, where 
information processing requirements and information flow are low, the power of CEOs 
could help achieve a successful Turnaround, by contributing to effective coordination and 
the minimization of inefficacies among the management team. 
Ho et al. (2010) studied the impact of cost reduction strategies in a sample of 87 Hong 
Kong SMEs. Their research focused on finding if cost reduction strategies have a positive 
effect on total annual sales, on net profits, and on return on investment. The results 
showed there are significant effects on total annual sales and return on investment. 
The cost cutting and asset reduction strategies are the most important actions taken during 
the retrenchment process. Many authors have previously reported the importance of the 
cost reduction strategy. Among them, McLaughkin (1990) argues that the orientation of 
the cost reduction strategy plays an important role in helping businesses thrive during 
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recessions. Amoako–Gyampah and Acquaah (2008), argue that low–cost strategies, can 
lead the company to increase its sales, increase market share and improve profitability. A 
positive association of low–cost strategy and business efficiency were revealed by 
Menguc et al. (2007). Bharadwaj and Saxena (2009) indicate that the strategy of cost 
reduction should also involve other solutions, such as outsourcing and business process 
redesign. 
The study of Ho et al., (2010) is very significant for the researchers of SME turnover 
strategies since they utilized a sample of 144 SMEs in Hong Kong and tried to identify 
those strategies and factors which have a significant impact on key financial performance 
indicators of those SMEs in extreme situations. The survey was conducted between 2009 
and 2010, focusing on four main strategies and factors: 
• Cost reduction strategies 
• Competitive strategies 
• Capabilities 
• Key success factors 
The researchers studied the impact of those four factors on total annual sales, net profit 
and return on investment. The first factor is the improvement of efficiency and reduction 
of costs and working procedures. The second factor is the corporate image, innovation on 
product characteristics and internal processes. The third factor is the relationship between 
customer and employee corporate policy and capital–government support. Finally, the 
fourth factor focuses on internal and external system administrations. 
The first three of the four factors, if applied in the sequence listed, are essentially a 
Turnaround Process for SMEs experiencing extreme economic conditions. The fourth 
factor focuses mainly on the company’s organizational structure, mainly. The relative 
approach may, or may not, deliver a successful turnaround process. However, the impact 
of these factors on economic performance is valid for both the type of business (SMEs) 
and the conditions they operate in (deep recession). The results show that the reduction 
in labour costs has a positive impact on total annual sales and return on investment. At 
the same time, internal functions as part of competitive strategies also have a positive 
effect on total annual sales, net profit and return on investment.  
Beeri (2011) gives a different dimension to the interpretation of the phenomenon; the 
researcher argues that the purpose of turnaround strategies is to create radical 
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organizational change, which, if proves successful, can affect all departments and 
stakeholders of the organization (Paton and Mordaunt 2004). Adopting this view on the 
implementation of Turnaround Management Strategies in local authorities, the researcher 
compares elements of the private sector, where top-performing corporations can initiate 
and manage extensive organizational changes in order to maintain their market 
competitiveness. Determination and synchronization are prerequisites for the venture’s 
success. According to Boyne (2006) and Paton and Mordaunt (2004), in a Turnaround 
Situation, the planned organizational changes should be adopted immediately, 
implemented under the appropriate conditions, and materialized as soon as possible 
because there may not be another opportunity available under the same conditions. Both 
privately-owned and public organizations can utilize radical organizational changes in 
order for them to find the appropriate leadership to implement the necessary strategies 
that will deliver significant improvements in their performance. 
Jagafa and Wood (2012) attempt to link the failure of Turnaround Management 
Strategies, adopted by SME’s of the UK construction sector, with organizational and 
environmental factors. The researchers suggest an input and output model, where 
organizational and environmental factors are represented as determinants of business 
failure in the construction industry. Inputs of the model are composed by organizational 
(human, organizational and financial capital) and environmental factors (macroeconomic, 
social and natural factors). The combination of the model’s inputs has an effect on the 
organization’s performance. If this effect is positive and significant, it can lead to 
successful recovery. Lu and Sexton (2006) and Lu (2009) suggested that these factors are 
unique to each company, and are associated with its physical or virtual resources, as well 
as their management. The analysis of the model’s inputs/factors is provided in a table, 
which includes 32 organizational and 8 environmental factors. Most researchers (Arditi 
et al., 2000; Byabashaija, 2007; Chan et al., 2005; Dikmen et al., 2010; Everett and 
Watson, 1998; Harada, and Kageyama, 2011; Perry, 2001; Stead and Smallman, 1999) 
classify the managerial incompetence experience as the most decisive factor of failure in 
the construction industry. The study of Jagafa and Wood (2012) concludes that leadership 
is the focal point and the necessary ingredient for a successful Turnaround Process. 
However, the same leader of the organization is the one who should be able to "read" the 
situation and thus be prepared to choose between leadership and management. 
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The study of Jagafa and Wood (2012) on the successful Turnaround management 
strategies concluded that, according to the existing literature, that leadership is the focal 
point, and the essential ingredient for a successful Turnaround (Figure 2.9). The chief of 
the company is the one who should be able to successfully read the situation and 
implement the appropriate Turnaround Strategies. The Turnaround model proposed by 
the researchers suggests that the second stage should include some retrenchment actions 
(Cut-Back activities), such as reducing liabilities or assets.  
Giacosa and Mazzoleni (2012), were trying to provide the answer to the question “what 
the form and composition of a recovery project model is?” by analysing the recovery 
process of a business in crisis. Through their study, they suggested a model of corporate 
recovery. Having found a gap in the literature concerning the particular shape and 
structure of a recovery project, they formulated and proposed a recovery project to help 
companies in financial crisis. The recovery project usually consists of three parts: an 
executive summary, the recovery plan and the economic financial plan. These three parts 
can however be transformed into two main components: the recovery plan and the 
economic-financial plan. In the first component, the company’s leadership analyses the 
causes of the crisis in the organization, its reversal strategies and, above all, the 
shareholders’ requests. In the second component, the economic-financial flows are 
developed, in line with the basic principles of economic-financial planning. So, according 
to the proposed model, the recovery plan should address the following key elements: 
1. Presentation of the company 
2. Causes of the crisis 
3. Initial economic and financial situation 
4. Recovery strategy 
5. Negotiation with the stakeholders 
6. Guarantees offered by the recovery plan 
7. Execution of the recovery plan 
 
Similarly, the economic-financial plan should cover the following key elements: 
1. Basic hypothesis of the development of the plan 
2. Economic financial measures and the synthesis of the plan 
3. Analysis of the sensitivity of the economic-financial plan 
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 Jagafa and Wood’s Conceptual Framework 
 
Source: Jagafa and Wood, (2012) 
 
From the presentation of their model it emerges that Recovery Strategies are one of the 
key elements of the recovery plan. They are essentially a Turnaround Process, since 
through them interventions in three distinct phases should be determined: the emergency 
phase where the main objective is to ensure financial stability, the stabilization phase with 
the main objective of returning to profitability, and the development phase with the goal 
of restoring the business to its pre-crisis levels. According to Giacosa and Mazzoleni 
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(2012), emphasis should be given in the first two phases to ensure the survival of the 
organization. A common assumption in the Turnaround literature, is that the top-level 
management team that addresses the poor performance or decline of an organization is 
one of the most important factors of the Turnaround Process’s success. 
Under this assumption, many researchers (Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Bibeault, 1982; 
Castrogiovanni et al., 1992; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Hofer, 1980; 
Lohrke et al., 2004; O'Neill 1986; Pearce and Robbins, 1993; Robbins and Pearce, 1992) 
propose that companies should replace the pre-existing management team, (which might 
be partly responsible for the decline), with a new management experienced in managing 
Turnaround Situations. 
 
2.4 The Researcher’s Theoretical Framework 
The evolution in Turnaround management field is depicted on table 2.4 (section 2.3.2.3). 
Based on that table’s research approaches Turnaround literature could be categorized into 
three broad categories:  
• Those approaches that identify the severity of a Turnaround Situation without 
taking into consideration if the causes that provoked this Turnaround Situation 
Severity derive from the external or internal business environment. Hofer (1980), 
focuses on the firm’s Break Even Point in order to decide on the type of the 
operating Turnaround Strategy that has to be followed, while Bibeault (1982) 
states that such a situation may be perceived by some early warning signals of 
decline. On the other hand, O’ Neil (1986) concluded that a successful 
Turnaround Process should be based on a combination of strategies 
(Organizational change, retrenchment, growth strategies and restructuring 
strategies). Castrogiovanni et al. (1992) suggested that the firm’s organizational 
change (CEO replacement) is the “appropriate signal to the firm’s stakeholders 
in order to contribute to the necessary Turnaround”. Arogyaswamy et al., (1995) 
proposed an integrative two-stage model for corporate recovery including decline 
and recovery strategies. 
• Those approaches that analyse the Turnaround Situation Severity taking into 
consideration only the internal or external factors that provoked a Turnaround 
Situation. Slatter (1984), suggested common causes of business organizations 
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crises such as: lack of financial control and financial policies, poor management, 
inadequate competition intensity monitoring, increased levels of operational 
costs, poor marketing, and a significant demand drop in market. Grinyer et al., 
(1988) focused on events that caused changes to the business organisation. They 
developed their Turnaround concept as a process from the firm’s decline stage to 
its recovery stage.  Cater and Schwab (2008) suggested that the organizational 
crisis is responsible for the small family firm’s decline. The model they 
developed, with the use of proper Organizational Turnaround Strategies, could 
lead to organizational recovery or to organizational failure. Beeri (2011), argues 
that radical organizational change followed by a successful Turnaround Process 
could lead the organization to recovery. Lohrke et al., (2004) having analysed the 
causes of the organization’s decline, argues that top-level management should 
choose to adopt either operating or strategic Turnaround Strategies for recovery.     
• Those research approaches that analyse the Turnaround Situation Severity taking 
into consideration both factors deriving from the external or internal business 
environment, as well as the causes that provoke this Turnaround Situation. 
Robbins & Pearce (1992), Chowdhury (2002) and Jagafa & Wood (2012) 
presented their multi-stage models for a successful corporate recovery consisting 
of three or more phases where each phase includes one or more stages. Each stage 
includes the appropriate Turnaround Strategies for a successful Turnaround 
Process. Other researchers, such as:  Barker and Mone (1994), based on the 
Robbins and Pearce research approach, argue that Retrenchment is not a cause of 
Turnaround but a consequence of decline, while Chathoth et al., (2006) 
investigated the applicability of the Robbins and Pearce (1992) model developed 
on two firms from the catering sector. Finally, Boyne and Meier (2009) and Ho 
et al., (2010) studied the adopted Retrenchment Turnaround Strategies impact on 
the firms’ performance and viability. 
 
 Critical Evaluation on Turnaround Literature Research 
Approaches 
The research approaches’ categorization in section 2.4 leads to common factors 
identification as follows: 
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• Most research approaches relate a Turnaround Situation with factors derived 
from the internal or external business environment. This Turnaround Situation 
Severity is evaluated by the organization’s top management. 
• Most research approaches consider that an organizational change on the 
organization’s top-level management is crucial for a successful Turnaround 
Process. According to these research approaches, declined organizations have to 
replace their top-level management team by recruiting experienced Turnaround 
management executives. 
• All the existing research approaches agree that during the Turnaround Process in 
a declined organization, the retrenchment stage or phase (cut-back activities) 
should be adopted and implemented as a part of a Turnaround Process. Robbins 
and Pearce (1992) were the first to argue that since the causes of a business 
decline derive from the external business environment (external factors), then the 
adoption of retrenchment strategies is less likely to lead to a successful 
Turnaround Process. 
• It is obvious that in the literature there is no integrated or comprehensive 
Turnaround model, as Robbins and Pearce (1992) and Chowdhury (2002) stated, 
in terms of the scope and dimension of the Turnaround Process, which is a 
complex multi-phase process. However, multi-stage models were developed by: 
Bibeault (1982), Robbins and Pearce (1992), Chowdhury (2002), Cater and 
Schwab (2008) and Jagafa and Wood (2012) who employed either operational or 
strategic Turnaround Strategies (or both of them) for a successful Turnaround. 
• The multi-stage Turnaround model that Robbins and Pearce (1992) developed 
clearly shows that when a Turnaround Situation is due to external factors, then 
assets retrenchment should be implemented, followed by entrepreneurial 
expansion. At the same time, Robbins and Pearce (1992) argued that the 
possibilities for a successful Turnaround Process followed by retrenchment 
strategies are far fewer when the causes that provoked a Turnaround Situation are 
derived from the external business environment. 
• Till now, the treatment of the non-effective Retrenchment Strategies employed 
during a Turnaround Process when the causes that provoked a Turnaround 
Situation in a declined organization are derived from the external business 
environment, has not been examined in Turnaround literature. Moreover, this gap 
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in the Turnaround literature on what alternative strategies should be employed 
instead of Retrenchment has also not yet been studied by Turnaround researchers. 
Many authors have so far investigated the field implementation of Turnaround Strategies 
utilized by SMEs which have been applied successfully or not, to a Turnaround Process. 
Extreme importance and special analysis should be paid to how SMEs approach, adopt 
and implement the Turnaround Process. In this attempt, it is necessary to address the 
consequences and repercussions of the crisis for an SME, which can be very different 
than those for other organisations. According to the OECD (2013) annual report, the 
particular characteristics of SMEs at different levels (organization and leadership, capital 
structure and financing, financial planning and performance, size, production capacity, 
availability of human and other resources, research and development, innovation, 
marketing, extroversion, etc.) are determinants of the implementation of Turnaround 
Strategies, with significant impact on early diagnosis, analysis, and ultimately success, in 
overcoming the causes of the organizational crisis, both internal and external. 
 
 
2.5 The Researcher’s Contribution 
This specific Turnaround Strategy Mix, as determined in section 2.4.1, has not been used 
before in the selected geographical region (Ionian Islands in Greece), within a business 
environment, that has been seriously affected by economic depression. Moreover, the 
complexity of this framework, in which the Turnaround Process takes place, creates 
factors that affect this process. The present study seeks to identify these factors, thus 
contributing to the existing literature, that affect the utilization of Turnaround Strategies 
adopted by Greek SMEs, in order to achieve their survival, and improve their financial 
performance during deep economic recession.  
Compared with the existing literature (Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Barker and Mone, 
1994; Bibeault, 1982; Beeri, 2011; Castrogiovanni et al., 1992; Cater and Schwab, 2008; 
Chathoth et al., 2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Grinyer et al., 1988; Hofer, 1980; Jagafa and 
Wood, 2012; Lohrke et al., 2004; O’ Neil, 1986; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Slatter, 1984) 
this research increases and improves the perception concerning the factors affecting the 
Turnaround Strategies implementation, as well as the Turnaround Process integration in 
the following ways: 
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a) Identifying the external factors during deep economic crisis circumstances such 
αs the one the Greek economy has been facing since 2008, which have affected 
the Greek SMEs’ business environment within which they operate. 
b) In the present study Crisis Effect and competition intensity have been identified 
as the external factors, which, in conjunction with personal profile characteristics 
of SMEs’ owners or managers, affect the adoption and implementation of specific 
Turnaround Strategies Mix which in turn has a significant impact on their 
performance and viability.  
c) During the Turnaround Process integration, the present study introduces the 
investment strategy implementation instead of retrenchment strategies, as an 
alternative option. 
According to Finklin (1985), SMEs have a serious lack of significant resource efficiency, 
which negatively affects the possibility of their recruiting external expertise in 
Turnaround Management, in order to implement a successful Turnaround Process. This 
possibility simply does not exist for the vast majority of the Greek SMEs. Taking into 
consideration the Greek SMEs’ type and size, as well as the significant lack of resources, 
Greek SMEs’ owners or managers personal profile characteristics play a crucial role in 
implementing the Turnaround Strategies Mix, which will lead them to higher 
performance rates and viability. From this point of view, the SMEs’ owners’ or managers’ 
personal profile characteristics is a determinant factor added by the researcher to the 
proposed research model. This also has to do with the term “crisis perception”, or how 
SMEs’ owners or managers perceive crisis effect on their business organizations, and, 
finally, how this perception affects a successful Turnaround Process implementation.  
On the other hand, according to Robins and Pearce (1992), if the causes or factors that 
provoked a Turnaround situation are derived from the firm’s external business 
environment, then the possibilities for a successful retrenchment are significantly less 
than those that would be if the causes were deriving from the firm’s internal business 
environment. 
This fact, in conjunction with competition intensity, could lead SME owners or managers 
to invest, rather than retrench. This is a crucial decision for the firm’s survival and 
sustainability, which relies on their owners’ or managers’ personal profile characteristics.  
Figure 2.10 adds a new conceptual framework to the existing literature and, furthermore, 
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the identification of those factors affecting the utilization of specific Turnaround 
Strategies by the Greek SMEs during the economic crisis. 
The research approach of Robbins and Pearce (1992) incorporates and improves the 
research approaches of Hofer (1980) and Bibeault (1982), presenting a research multi-
stage model where the implementation of the Turnaround Process on declined 
organizations analysed which external or internal factors were responsible for their 
decline. Most of the Turnaround Management researchers then, were based on and 
evolved the Robbins and Pearce research model (1992). 
Basically, the present study improves previous multi-stage research approaches (Robbins 
and Pearce, 1992; Chowdhury, 2002; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Jagafa and Wood, 2012) 
by adding the following: 
• The SME owners or managers’ personal profile characteristics as a dominant 
factor for a successful Turnaround Process. 
• The SME owners or managers’ personal profile characteristics impact on 
expanding strategies employment (export orientation). 
• The investment strategy implementation instead of retrenchment strategies as an 
alternative option (innovation strategies, market strategies). 
• The development and creation of a Turnaround Strategies Measurement 
Instrument. 
• The adoption of this Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument by the 
Greek SMEs’. 
Consequently, the present study belongs to the second category of the research describing 
the Turnaround Process as a multi-stage procedure, since it follows a more holistic 
approach than most research, as shown in Table 2.4. 
The model used in this research is according to several in Turnaround management 
researchers (Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Beeri, 2011; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chathoth 
et al., 2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Lohrke et al., 2004), which have 
taken into consideration both internal and external factors. 
New elements that has been added to the present research are the effects of the economic 
crisis and the SMEs’ owners’ or managers’ personal profile characteristics. The main 
advantage of the present study is the improvements and additions to the original research 
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models, especially the one by Robbins and Pearce (1992) through altering the 
retrenchment strategies with the investment strategies. 
 
 
2.6 Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
Over the last three decades, a large number of studies focused on the Turnaround 
Strategies used by SMEs, representing a significant share of the literature on Turnaround 
Management (e.g. Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Barker and Duhaime, 1997; 
Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chu 
and Siu, 2001; Filatotchev and Toms, 2006; Hambrick and Schecter, 1983; Harker, 1998; 
Jeyavelu, 2009; Li et al., 2011; Lohrke et al., 2004; Murphy, 2008; Robbins and Pearce, 
1992; Rasheed, 2005; Shapiro, 1989; Sundarsanam and Li, 2001; Tikici et al., 2011). 
Traditionally, SMEs had to face a series of challenges, such as: increase competition in 
order to achieve and maintain the competitive advantage, they needed to develop and/or 
adopt innovative processes and products, to diversify the product mix, as well as needing 
to develop new products through research and development. Finally, they needed to 
modernize their procedures in order to increase efficiency and reduce operating costs (EU, 
2007 observatory survey). The research approach of Spanos et al. (2004) which focused 
on Greek SMEs and large Greek firms, pointed out that SMEs, were less able or willing 
to adopt and carry out strategies when facing a series of challenges compared to large 
firms .  
So far, in the field of Turnaround Management, most research efforts have been focused 
mainly on the relationship between Turnaround Strategies and the Firm’s Performance. 
A serious lack, however, has been observed in the literature on the creation of a TSMI. 
The first research effort in this field was made by Barker & Duhaime (1997), who 
developed a scale, aiming to capture the actions of corporate management, under the name 
“The Extent of Strategic Change”. Another significant research effort was made by Itai 
Beeri (2011), who created a measurement instrument of Turnaround Management 
Strategies in Local Authorities based on Boyne’s (2004) “3Rs” model -Retrenchment, 
Repositioning, Reorganization-, adding 41 new items. 
The present study had to create a reliable instrument, in order to successfully measure the 
Turnaround Strategies adopted by SMEs and also to assess their impact on performance, 
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viability and sustainability. The result was the creation of a prototype, TSMI for SMEs. 
It uses 36 items in two scales. The “Investment vs Retrenchment” scale includes 14 items 
and seeks to identify if the SME responded to the financial crisis with Retrenchment or 
Investment actions. Investment vs Retrenchment, as part of a Turnaround Process, 
requires specific actions, according to the Turnaround literature, in order to be successful. 
The “Complementary Turnaround Strategies” scale includes 22 items in 3 subscales: the 
“Organizational Change” subscale that includes 9 items and seeks to identify any 
organizational changes in the SME’s structure, the “Market Strategies” subscale that 
includes 6 items and seeks to identify the SME’s market strategies and the “Innovation 
Strategies” subscale that includes 7 items and seeks to identify the SME’s innovation 
strategies. TSMI is described in detail in chapter 4 section 4.2.2.  Based on the Robbins 
and Pearce (1992) research approach model, and the Turnaround Process as a stage 
theory, (Chowdhury, D.S., 2002), a valid and reliable TSMI will enable SMEs’ owners 
or managers to collect all necessary data from the Turnaround Strategies implementation. 
This data statistical analysis will illustrate the impact of the Turnaround Strategies on 
performance and viability during adverse economic circumstances. 
 
2.7 Turnaround Strategies & SME Performance 
The Turnaround Strategies impact on business performance has been examined by several 
researchers in an attempt to link the Turnaround Strategies effectiveness with an 
organization’s performance. Rasheed (2005) studied the Turnaround Strategies’ effects 
on small businesses that experience decline in their performance, attributing them to the 
choice taken by their owners’ or managers’, either to implement growth policies or 
retrenchment as Turnaround Strategies. His proposed model suggests that these choices 
are mainly related to the small business owners’ or managers’ perceptions on the 
business’s performance and resource availability during the decline period. Although 
Rasheed (2005), does not link the Turnaround Strategies that had to be implemented to 
the causes or factors that provoked a decline situation, as Robbins and Pearce (1992) 
suggested, his approach, however suggests that “growth (investment policies) as a 
Turnaround Strategy has been largely ignored”, taking into consideration the firm’s 
resource availability. Rasheed (2005) concluded that the choice between growth 
(investment policies) and Turnaround Strategies (Retrenchment) “depends on the 
interaction between perceived performance and resource availability”. He also pointed 
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out that the lack of suitable measurement instruments that would enable SMEs 
managers/owners to perceive the impact of the implemented Turnaround Strategies on 
the SMEs performance creates a gap in the existing Turnaround literature. 
The Tikici et al. (2011) research approach examines the operating Turnaround effects on 
business performance. External or internal factors are responsible for the firm’s decline 
to such a degree that operating Turnaround Strategies have to be implemented for 
performance recovery. According to Tikici et al. (2011), economic crisis is the most 
significant factor which threatens the firm’s survival. They also identify the firm’s top 
management role as a decisive factor in reversing decline, regardless of whether the 
causes that provoked the decline were external or internal, achieving performance 
recovery. They studied 252 manufacturing firms operating in Malatya Turkey, based on 
a random sample size of 93 manufacturing firms which implemented operating 
Turnaround Strategies in an attempt to determine the degree that business performance 
was affected by those strategies’ implementation. The results showed that operating 
Turnaround Strategies leads to performance recovery regardless of whether each 
strategy’s implementation level, is low or high. They also concluded that operating 
Turnaround Strategies should be implemented during the early stages of a Turnaround 
Process for a successful outcome. 
 
2.8 Turnarounds Strategies & SME Viability and Sustainability 
Deterministic Perspective is one of the fundamental theories in Management literature 
concerning organizations’ failure. External business environmental factors are 
responsible for business failure (Morrow and Rondinelli, 2002; Rasheed, 2005). 
According to Nyanga et al. (2013) SMEs’ viability relates directly to the business 
environment they operate in, in developing countries, while others argue that top 
management level change is a critical factor concerning a firm’s survival (Cater and 
Schwab, 2008; Singhry and Khalid, 2012). In an attempt to identify Turnaround Strategies 
for SME survival, Nyanga et al. (2013) studied the factors affecting Zimbabwe SMEs’ 
sustainability during tough economic times. Historical data reveal that SMEs in 
Zimbabwe operate in a vulnerable business environment and a great number of them do 
not usually survive. From this point of view, it is quite interesting for the appropriate 
Turnaround Strategies identification for the SMEs that operate under these conditions. 
The results showed that Organizational Change (dedicated and motivated workforce) and 
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Market Strategies (products/services and markets diversification) and identified as critical 
Turnaround Strategies for SMEs’ survival. Singhry and Khalid (2012) sought to identify 
those Turnaround Strategies that would help SMEs to achieve a successful performance 
recovery. They studied 20 SMEs in Nigeria who were experiencing performance decline, 
based on the Lohrke et al. (2004) research approach. Their quantitative research approach, 
although based on a relatively small sample size, tested the impact of the top-level 
management change on the adopted Turnaround Strategies, the relationship between 
external expertise in Turnaround management and Turnaround Strategies, as well as the 
relationship between the organizational retrenchment policies with the adopted 
Turnaround Strategies, and, finally, the relationship between financial capability and 
Turnaround Strategies. They specified as Turnaround Strategies the mergers and 
acquisitions as the one type of the “principal types” and the growth strategies, as the 
second type. Their findings showed that, the change in top-level management, during a 
decline situation, is crucial for a firm’s successful Turnaround Process and performance 
recovery through adopting retrenchment policies during the stabilization period, and in 
turn, following growth strategies. They also concluded that the SME’s financial capability 
has a significant impact on the adopted Turnaround Strategies. 
 
2.9 The Turnaround Conceptual Model 
The present study’s aim is the identification of those factors affecting the utilization of 
the appropriate Turnaround Strategies by the SMEs in order to achieve their survival and 
viability. Therefore, this study focus on factors deriving from the SMEs’ external business 
environment (economic crisis, industrial or sector environment, competition intensity 
etc.), as well as on factors deriving from the SMEs’ internal business environment 
(adequacy of resources, organizational level, firm size, financials, personal profile 
characteristics). Thus, the external business environment factors identification (i.e. an 
economic crisis effect), that led numerous SMEs to decline; demands at the same time 
the Turnaround Situation’s Severity estimation by the firm’s top-level management. This 
in turn will allow leading executives to choose the appropriate Turnaround Strategies for 
the firm’s recovery during a Turnaround Process. This sequence of  actions leads the 
researcher to choose the third category of the theoretical approaches, as described in 
section 2.4, which the present research will be based on. From the theoretical approaches 
of this category the one which may be considered to have laid down the theoretical 
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foundations on which most subsequent research approaches have relied, is that of Robbins 
and Pearce (1992) for the following reasons: 
• A Turnaround Situation Severity caused by external or internal factors 
• The “Turnaround” is a multi-stage process 
• Retrenchment Policies 
• Entrepreneurial Expansion 
• Growth Strategies 
• Final Outcome: Performance and Survival 
The researcher will differentiate the Turnaround Model developed by Robbins and Pearce 
(1992), for the needs of the present study in the following stages or phases. 
• According to Robbins and Pearce (1992), during decline situations, provoked due 
to external business environment factors (i.e. economic crisis), Retrenchment 
Strategies have few possibilities of being successful. So, the Retrenchment 
Strategies could be replaced by Investment Strategies. 
• Organizational Change could also be the first stage or phase of the conceptual 
Turnaround model that the researcher developed, by adopting the findings of the 
Cater and Schwab (2008) research approach, as a top-level management change 
by hiring external experts in Turnaround management (in the case of Greek 
SMEs) is crucial for a successful Turnaround Process.    
The importance of the organizational change which is essential in a declining business 
organization, has been supported by other researchers (Lohrke et al., 2004; Cater and 
Schwab 2008), although this has not been studied by the Robbins and Pearce Turnaround 
Model. Thus, based on the literature, and, specifically for the 1st stage on the Cater & 
Schwab (2008) research model, and for the 2nd and 3rd stages, as well as external and 
internal factors on the Robbins & Pearce (1992) research model, the structure for a 
conceptual Turnaround Model, as depicted in figure 2.10, should include the following 
phases or stages: 
• Factors identification  
a. External factors, with particular emphasis on Crisis Effect, the extent of 
which is a function of two individual factors: Competition Intensity and 
SME size. 
b. Internal factors with special tension to SMEs’ managers’ or owners’ 
personal profile characteristics, as well as the SME’s level of leverage. 
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• The adopted Turnaround Strategy mix consists of the following strategies in a 
Turnaround Process sequence, namely: Organizational Change Strategies, 
Investment vs Retrenchment Strategies, Market Strategies and Innovation 
Strategies, where the researcher has differentiated which Strategies should be 
followed, in comparison to the existing literature. A successful Turnaround 
Process could lead to a better performance and viability.  
 
 A Conceptual Turnaround Model 
 
Source: Personal development based on Robbins and Pearce (1992) and Cater & Schwab 
(2008) 
 
2.10 Conclusions 
Although SMEs constitute the vast majority of business activity in Greece, as in most 
countries worldwide, becoming the backbone for their national economies (Avlonitis and 
Salavou, 2007), there is nevertheless, very little literature on Turnaround Strategies for 
SMEs, and, even less, on Greek SMEs. 
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The Turnaround literature suggests that a business organization’s decline could be caused 
by factors derived either from the external or the internal business environment. 
According to Robbins and Pearce (1992), a declining firm has very few possibilities for 
recovery after retrenchment, if the decline causes are derived from the firm’s external 
business environment. In this case, the firm should follow investment policies such as: 
new products production, increasing shares in existing markets, expansion of new 
markets (i.e. export orientation), and innovation. On the other hand, if the causes of 
decline are derived from the firm’s internal business environment, then, a Turnaround 
Process, including retrenchment strategies, should be followed by the firm for recovery. 
The Turnaround Process is a multi-stage process (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 
2002; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Robbins and Pearce, 1992), consisting of the retrenchment 
stage, during which retrenchment policies aim to ensure the firm’s stabilization, followed 
by the recovery stage where investment policies aim for the firm’s growth, the firm having 
been stabilized during the previous stage. The time period needed for each stage’s 
completion is also considered as critical for a successful Turnaround Process by many 
authors (Chowdhury, 2002; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Robbins and Pearce, 1992). Market 
strategies as well as Innovation Strategies (repositioning) are the primary strategies for 
the stage of recovery. According to Cater and Schwab (2008), organizational change is 
the basic requirement for the firm in order to be engaged in a Turnaround Process through 
which the firm’s sustainability and viability is the desirable outcome.  
From this point of view, Turnaround Strategies could be categorized into three main 
categories, as follows: 
• Organizational Change 
• Retrenchment vs Investment 
• Growth Strategies (Market Strategies, Innovation Strategies) 
The first one is the requirement for a successful Turnaround Process for the SME, during 
which, Investment or Retrenchment policies could be adopted for the stabilization period 
(Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Lohrke et al., 
2004: Robbins and Pearce, 1992). Market Strategies, along with Innovation Strategies, 
could then be adopted as the necessary Growth Strategies, whether the SMEs choose to 
follow growth policies (Pearce and Michael, 1997; Pasanen, 2003; Okpara, 2009). On the 
other hand, depending on the causes that provoked the decline situation, SMEs’ could 
choose to follow direct investment policies.  
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Chapter 3. Proposed Model and Research Hypotheses 
3.1 Introduction 
The main goal of the present study is to identify and critically assess the factors affecting 
the utilized Turnaround Strategies by the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs, during economic 
depression circumstances, (2008-2017) as well as to study the impact of those strategies   
on their performance and viability. Furthermore, to evaluate the strategies that can be 
used by the Greek SMEs to survive during an economic crisis. The researcher will then 
proceed to formulate and test the research model empirically. 
As the measurement instruments’ importance for the collected data is critical, since they 
influence the proposed model’s reliability and validity, it is necessary that these 
measurement instruments introduced by the researcher (Parginos, 2015a; Parginos, 
2015b) have to be tested for their validity and reliability. Thus, statistical tests have been 
undertaken (Exploratory Factor Analysis, Cronbach’s Alpha Analysis, Pearson 
Correlation Analysis, and Spearman–Brown Correlation Split-half Method) in order to 
test these measurement instruments for their validity and reliability (Appendix E). 
Finally, this chapter is exclusively concerned with the presentation of the study’s 
proposed model, as well as its elements and its underlying hypotheses. 
 
 The Proposed Research Model 
The proposed model should be in accordance with the literature that describes the 
Turnaround Process as a multistage procedure, since it follows a more holistic approach 
than most other research. Thus, the model that will be used in this research is in line with 
several other research approaches (Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Beeri, 2011; Cater and 
Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Lohrke 
et al., 2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992), which have taken into consideration both internal 
and external factors. New elements have been added to the present research, such as the 
effects of the Economic Crisis, while the main advantage of the present study is the 
improvements on and additions to the original research models, mostly by Robbins and 
Pearce (1992). Specifically, the ability to study the impact of the adopted investment 
strategies by the SMEs, on their performance and viability, when encountering decline 
phenomena due to external factors. For that purpose, investment strategies should be 
included in the Turnaround Process as an alternative option to the retrenchment ones. On 
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the other hand, the findings of the Cater and Schwab (2008), research approach, regarding 
the need for organizational change by small family type firms in order to successfully 
initiate Turnaround Strategies, should be incorporated into the research’s model as these 
small type of family firms are very similar to the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs.    
The justification for the creation and the use of the proposed model in this research, 
derives also from the literature and the general situation of the region selected. The 
research depended on two axes for the identification and determination of the factors that 
affect the appropriate strategy mix for the proposed model: 
• The conditions of the deep economic depression that have affected Greece during 
the present research 
• The factors that are capable of affecting the adoption of the strategy mix, which 
has been constructed through the review of the relevant literature, and which 
consequently affect the performance of the company 
Figure 3.1 presents the identification and determination of the factors that affect a 
company’s performance according to strategic management. These factors, according to 
strategic management, have been corresponded to the utilised definitions in the present 
study and the proposed research model as follows: 
• Crisis Effect: External Factors, Macroeconomic situation 
• Competition Intensity: Industry, Age 
• SME size: Size 
• Loans/ Private capitals (Leverage): Financial Position 
• Need for Organizational Change: Quality of Management, Management Fraud, 
Operating/Internal factors  
• Owner or Manager Profile Characteristics (Adaptive Cognition, Risk 
Propensity): Quality of Management,  
The selection of the specific profile characteristics was mostly due to the fact that the 
ability of taking risks is important for the adoption of Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment 
vs Investment, as well as for the adoption of an offensive marketing strategy to new 
markets and the development of a successful exporting strategy. Additionally, 
adaptability is important for the satisfactory analysis of the conditions of the crisis and 
the competition in the industry and market, as well as the ability to recognise, adopt and 
implement the appropriate strategy mix. 
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 Factors affecting a company’s performance according to strategic 
management 
 
Source: Samonas (2015) 
 
From this point of view, a model for Turnaround based on literature, and taking into 
consideration External and Internal business environment factors, could be depicted as 
follows:
 A Multi-stage SME Turnaround Model 
 
Source: Personal development based on Robbins and Pearce, (1992) & Cater and      
Schwab (2008). 
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The model  in figure 3.2 (A multi-stage for SMEs Turnaround Model), is based primary 
on the conceptual model (figure 2.10), as well as on the factors affecting a company’s 
performance, according to Strategic Management, where both the external and internal 
factors have been identified with those in figure 3.1, while personal profile characteristics 
mainly have to do with the quality of management (figure 3.1). In turn, the 1st Stage 
derives from the research model of Cater & Schwab (2008) and the 2nd stage, as well as 
the 3rd stage, derive from the Robbins and Pearce (1992) Model of the Turnaround 
Process. 
    
3.2 The Research Model 
Literature review (sections 2.5 and 2.6) showed that there were no existing models for 
measuring and evaluating factors affecting utilized Turnaround Strategies by SMEs 
during economic depression circumstances. Consequently, the present study attempts to 
create a model by examining its hypotheses and evaluating the impact of the employed 
Turnaround Strategies by Greek SMEs on their performance and viability. This study is 
based on several other researches that developed a multi-stage approach for the model’s 
formulation, such as those of Arogyaswamy et al. (1995), Beeri (2011), Cater and Schwab 
(2008), Chathoth et al. (2006), Chowdhury (2002), Jagafa and Wood (2012), Lohrke et 
al. (2004) and Robbins and Pearce (1992). External, as well as internal factors that affect 
the utilization of specific Turnaround Strategies employed by the SMEs, have also been 
included in the research model, as well as the owners’ or managers’ personal profile 
characteristics and the economic crisis’ effects on the SMEs. 
Research model (figure 3.3) is based on the multi-stage for SMEs Turnaround Model 
(figure 3.2), where the factor’s affecting a company’s performance according to the 
strategic management, derive from the Robbins and Pearce (1992) Model for Turnaround 
Process, and have fully adapted for it. It is also a “multi-stage” model, in the sense that it 
distinguishes between three stages of Turnaround Strategy mix, identifying the causes 
that affect the adopted Turnaround Strategy mix by SMEs, and, furthermore, their ability 
for current and future viability. The identification of those factors is the result of a 
mechanism that relies on a number of distinct elements or variables linked together in 
specific relationships. In the research model (figure 3.3), we distinguish in depth three 
stages for the Turnaround Strategy mix, in accordance with the relevant literature. During 
the Turnaround Process, the 1st stage, which derives from the Cater & Schwab (2008) 
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research model, is based on Organizational Change as a requirement for this process. The 
2nd and 3rd stages derive from the Robbins and Pearce (1992) Model for Turnaround 
Process, and, specifically, the Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment is the 
next step during the Turnaround Process. If the second stage is achieved, the third stage 
of the Turnaround Strategy Mix follows, during which the SME has to decide between 
stabilization or expansion, as mentioned in the introductory section for the proposed 
model. A successful Turnaround Process could lead to a better performance and viability. 
Before setting the research hypotheses and the formulation of the hypothesized model it 
is necessary to define perception regarding the identified factors as well as the Turnaround 
Strategies constituting the Turnaround Strategies Mix as depicted on the research’s 
model. After the research hypotheses have been set, the hypothesized model follows as 
depicted in figure 3.4. The identification and categorization of the factors that affect the 
adopted by the SMEs Turnaround Strategies  are depicted in figure 3.1, after their 
adaptation to the current research, led to the research’s model formulation (figure 3.3). 
 
 Research Model 
 
Source: Personal development based on Robbins and Robbins and Pearce (1992) & 
Cater and Schwab (2008) 
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 Perceived Owner / Manager Profile 
As Hung and Tangpong (2010) defined, the perceived Risk propensity refers to the 
manager’s/ owner’s ability to take risks in a business environment. In an ever-changing 
business environment, the manager’s/owner’s ability for taking risks is directly linked to 
the firm’s performance, profitability, and viability as well. As Haynie & Shepherd (2009) 
defined, the perception of Adaptive Cognition refers to the manager’s / owner’s ability to 
be “dynamic, flexible as well as self-regulating in one's cognitions given dynamic and 
uncertain task environments”. Haynie & Shepherd (2009), describe Adaptive Cognition 
as the development of the instrument, discuss its implications for entrepreneurship, and, 
finally, offer suggestions for further development and testing. 
 
 Perceived Excessive Leverage 
According to Coricelli et al. (2010), the perceived excess leverage ratio refers to a firms’ 
capital structure and, specifically, the Loans to Private Capital ratio. Coricelli et al. (2010) 
described excess leverage by identifying firms with leverage in excess of its optimal level 
therefore defining a threshold-level of leverage beyond which further increases in 
leverage could lower total factor productivity growth. According to Kalemli-Ozcan et al. 
(2012), “one lesson learned from previous emerging market crises is that banks' and 
firms' financing conditions are key mechanisms in turning financial crises into 
recessions”. The results of their study suggest that “excessive risk taking before the crisis 
was not easily detectable because the risk involved the quality rather than the quantity of 
assets”. 
 
 Perceived Crisis Effect on SMEs 
According to Hodorogel (2009), SMEs considered the most sensitive and most affected 
by the economic climate, would be among the first to be hit by the effects of the world 
financial crisis. As Lopez, et al. (2012) defined, perceived crisis effect on SMEs’ refers 
to the degree to which the SME size (number of employees, yearly turnover etc.) and the 
competition intensity, (perceived competition) determine the effect of the crisis’s impact 
on the SMEs. 
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 Perceived Organizational Change 
Perceived Organizational Change is defined as the organization’s management leadership 
change in order to follow a successful Turnaround Process, as the organizational change 
is the first link in the chain during a Turnaround Process. According to Cater and Schwab 
(2008), a successful Turnaround Process also requires successful organizational change, 
which means top-level management leadership change. Furthermore, for SMEs to initiate 
Turnaround Strategies, it is necessary either to implement an organizational change or to 
hire external expertise in Turnaround management. 
 
 Perceived Investment vs Retrenchment 
Perceived Retrenchment vs Investment is defined as the degree to which SMEs’ 
managers/owners perceive financial crisis occurring in their business environment, due 
to factors deriving from the external business environment, mainly (Dedman & Lennox, 
2009). Many SMEs’ owners or managers, in order to avoid the effects of the financial 
crisis are willing to invest in expanding their business activities in foreign markets mostly, 
thus increasing the degree of their business export orientation, or differentiating their 
product mix. Other SMEs’ owners/managers choose to follow a Retrenchment Strategy, 
having few possibilities for a successful Turnaround Process when the causes that 
provoked a declining situation are deriving from the external business environment 
(Robbins and Pearce, 1992). 
 
 Perceived Market Strategies 
Perceived Market Strategies is defined as the degree to which an SME owner or manager 
perceives the SME’s export orientation or the competition in individual markets (Jensen 
and Davis, 1998), as well as the development of new products, goods or services. 
According to Jensen and Davis (1998), perceptions about import restrictions influence 
the use of diversification of exports across products, competition influences use of 
competitive export pricing, and overseas product regulations that affect product 
adaptation for export markets. Perceived Market Strategies refers to SMEs’ strategies for 
those SMEs choose to follow to expand after a succeed turnaround process mainly in 
order to achieve higher performance rates. 
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 Perceived Innovation Strategies 
Perceived Innovation Strategies is defined as the degree to which an SME develops a plan 
to establish innovative ideas in technology or services, by investing in research and 
development. Innovative product procedures, the invention of technologies not 
previously used, innovative management methods and innovative product characteristics 
are essential requirements for SMEs to achieve and maintain a competitive advantage 
(O’Regan and Ghobadian, 2005). Perceived Innovation Strategies refers to SMEs’ 
strategies for those SMEs who choose to expand after a successful Turnaround Process, 
mainly in order to develop and maintain a competitive advantage therefore achieving 
higher performance rates. 
 
 Perceived Performance Relative to Competition 
As Roach (2011) defined, the perceived Performance Relative to Competition refers to 
the managers’ / owners’ perception of the SMEs’ performance. Roach (2011), describes 
Perceived Performance relative to competition, as the performance rate achieved by an 
SME in relation to other industry’s sector SMEs, namely the average rate performance as 
configured for the specific industry sector. 
 
 Perceived Viability 
As Kim, et al. (2006) defined, Perceived Viability refers to the managers’ / owners’ 
perception for the SMEs’ current ability to survive. According to the authors, Perceived 
Viability determines the SME’s performance to sustain, grow and meet the expected rate 
of returns. Kim et al. (2006) describe Perceived Viability as the constant achieved by the 
SME performance rate relative to competition. 
 
3.3 Research Hypotheses 
The hypotheses, 1 to 7, have been set based on the identified factors, as well as the 
proposed Turnaround Strategies Mix, and the way those factors and strategies affect the 
SMEs’ performance and viability. The formulated research hypotheses include, the 
identified factors, as well as the utilised Turnaround Strategies affected by those factors 
as they are depicted in the research model. The H1a hypothesis, as depicted in figure 3.4, 
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is that the factor SME size exerts a negative impact on the Crisis Effect on SMEs. The 
H1b hypothesis, as depicted in figure 3.5, is that the factor Competition Intensity exerts 
a positive impact on Crisis Effect on SMEs. The H2a hypothesis, as depicted in figure 
3.6, is that the strategy of Organizational Change exerts a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment. The H2b hypothesis, as depicted in 
figure 3.7, is that Excessive Leverage exerts a negative impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment.  
The H2c hypothesis, as depicted in figure 3.8, is that the Risk Propensity factor exerts a 
positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. The H2d 
hypothesis, as depicted in figure 3.9, is that the Adaptive Cognition factor exerts a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. The H2e hypothesis, as 
depicted in figure 3.10, is that the Crisis Effect on SMEs exerts a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. The hypothesis H3a, as depicted in 
figure 3.11, is that the Risk Propensity factor exerts a positive impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change.  Hypothesis H3b, as depicted in figure 3.12, is that the  
Adaptive Cognition factor exerts a positive impact on the Turnaround Organizational 
Change. Hypothesis H4a, as depicted in figure 3.13, is that the Risk Propensity factor 
exerts a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. Hypothesis 
H4b, as depicted in figure 3.14, is that the Adaptive Cognition factor exerts a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. The hypothesis H4c, as 
depicted in figure 3.15, is that the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change exerts a 
positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. Hypothesis H5a, as 
depicted in figure 3.16, is that the Crisis Effect on SMEs’ factor exerts a positive impact 
on the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. Hypothesis H5b, as depicted in figure 
3.17, is that the Adaptive Cognition factor exerts a positive impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies. Hypothesis H5c, as depicted in figure 3.18, is that the 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change exerts a positive impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies. Hypothesis H5d, as depicted in figure 3.19, is that the 
Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment exerts a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. Hypothesis H5e, as depicted in figure 3.20, is 
that the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies exerts a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. Hypothesis H6a, as depicted in figure 3.21, is 
that the Crisis on SMEs’ factor exerts a negative impact on Performance Relative to 
Competition. Hypothesis H6b, as depicted in figure 3.22, is that the Turnaround Strategy: 
109 
Innovation Strategies exerts a positive impact on Performance Relative to Competition. 
Hypothesis H6c, as depicted in figure 3.23, is that the Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies exerts a positive impact on Performance Relative to Competition. Hypothesis 
H7a, as depicted in figure 3.24, is that the Crisis Effect on SMEs factor exerts a negative 
impact on Viability (current). Hypothesis H7b, as depicted in figure 3.25, is that the 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies exerts a positive impact on Viability 
(current). Hypothesis H7c, as depicted in figure 3.26, is that the Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies exerts a positive impact on Viability (current). Hypothesis H7d, as 
depicted in figure 3.27, is that Performance Relative to Competition exerts a positive 
influence on (current) Viability.  
 
 Research Hypotheses  
 
Source: By the author 
Nr Hypothesis Factor/Turnaround Strategy +/- impact on Factor/Turnaround Strategy
1 H1a SME size Negative ( - ) Crisis Effect on SMEs
2 H1b Competition Intensity Positive   (+ ) Crisis Effect on SMEs
3 H2a Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment
4 H2b Excessive Leverage Negative ( - ) Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment
5 H2c Risk Propensity Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment
6 H2d Adaptive Cognition Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment
7 H2e Crisis Effect on SMEs Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment
8 H3a Risk Propensity Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change
9 H3b Adaptive Cognition Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change
10 H4a Risk Propensity Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies
11 H4b Adaptive Cognition Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies
12 H4c Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies
13 H5a Crisis Effect on SMEs Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies
14 H5b Adaptive Cognition Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies
15 H5c Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies
16 H5d Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies
17 H5e Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies Positive   (+ ) Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies
18 H6a Crisis Effect on SMEs Negative ( - ) Performance Relative to Competition
19 H6b Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies Positive   (+ ) Performance Relative to Competition
20 H6c Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies Positive   (+ ) Performance Relative to Competition
21 H7a Crisis Effect on SMEs Negative ( - ) Viability (Current)
22 H7b Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies Positive   (+ ) Viability (Current)
23 H7c Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies Positive   (+ ) Viability (Current)
24 H7d Performance Relative to Competition Positive   (+ ) Viability (Current)
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 Hypothesis 1 
 Hypothesis H1a 
H1a: SME size has a negative impact on the crisis effect on SMEs. 
 
Hypothesis (H1a) presumes that the larger the size of an SME, the less the impact of the 
economic crisis on its performance and viability. In this negative relationship, SME size 
(employee number, yearly turnover) is the predictor and the Crisis Effect on the SME is 
the predicted variable.  
 
Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that the impact of a financial crisis on an SME is 
lower when the SME is bigger. Larger-sized SMEs have a better level of organization 
level, economies of scale, concerning operating costs, easier access to finance and top-
management level quality managers. 
 
 Hypothesis H1b 
H1b: Competition Intensity has a positive impact on the Crisis Effect on SMEs. 
 
Hypothesis (H1b), presumes that the higher the competition intensity faced by an SME, 
the more significant be the impact of the economic crisis on its performance and viability. 
Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that when the competition intensity faced by an SME 
SME Size (Employee No, 
Yearly Turnover etc.) 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
H1a 
Competition Intensity 
(Perceived Competition) 
    Crisis Effect on SMEs 
H1b
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is higher, the crisis effect is more pronounced as the market share diminishes and there is 
a significant reduction in demand. 
 
 Hypothesis 2 
 Hypothesis H2a 
H2a: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change has a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. 
 
Hypothesis (H2a) presumes that Organizational Change is the essential requirement for a 
successful Turnaround Process. As the Turnaround Strategy Retrenchment vs Investment 
is the first stage of the Turnaround Process (Cater and Schwab 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; 
Lohrke et al., 2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992), Organizational Change affects the 
Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. It is reasonable to assume that the 
SME’s Organizational Change positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment 
vs Investment which is an essential requirement for a successful Turnaround Process. 
 
 Hypothesis H2b 
H2b: Excessive Leverage (Loans/ Private Capital ratio) has a negative impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment 
H2a 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment 
Excessive Leverage 
H2b 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment 
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Hypothesis (H2b) presumes that the higher the financial leverage (Loans/ Private Capital 
ratio) applied by an SME, the less effective the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs 
Investment will be and the Turnaround Process’s final result extremely dubious (Bibeault 
1982; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Coricelli et al., 2010; Hofer, 1980; 
Kalemli-Ozcan et al., 2012; Robbins and Pearce, 1992), as the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment is the first stage of the Turnaround Process.  As the capital 
structure involves too much leverage it is difficult then for an SME to meet its obligations. 
It is reasonable therefore to assume that the SME’s excessive leverage negatively affects 
the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. 
 
 Hypothesis H2c 
H2c: The Risk Propensity (owner’s/manager’s profile characteristic) has a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. 
 
Hypothesis (H2c) presumes that the SME’s owner/ manager profile characteristic Risk 
Propensity is an essential factor for a successful Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs 
Investment. The SME’s owner’s/manager’s ability of risk-taking in an ever-changing 
business environment could have a significant impact on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment, (Chowdhury, 2002; Coricelli et al., 2009; Hung and 
Tangpong, 2010; Kalemli-Ozcan et al., 2012), since significant changes are required on 
both organizational and operational levels. As the personal profile characteristics play a 
crucial role for initiating Turnaround Strategies, it is reasonable to assume that the SME’s 
owner’s/manager’s Risk Propensity positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment. 
H2c 
Risk Propensity Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment 
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 Hypothesis H2d 
H2d: The Adaptive Cognition (owner’s/manager’s profile characteristic) has a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. 
 
Hypothesis (H2d) presumes that the SME’s owner/ manager profile characteristic 
Adaptive Cognition is an essential factor for a successful Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment. The SME’s owner’s/manager’s ability to be dynamic, 
flexible, and self-regulating in dynamic and uncertain task environments could have a 
significant impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment (Bibeault 
1982; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Coricelli et al., 2010; Hofer, 1980; 
Hung and Tangpong, 2010; Kalemli-Ozcan et al., 2012; Robbins and Pearce, 1992), since 
significant changes are required at both the organizational and operational level. As the 
personal profile characteristics play a crucial role in initiating Turnaround strategies it is 
reasonable to assume that the SME’s owner’s/manager’s Adaptive Cognition positively 
affects the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. 
 
 Hypothesis H2e 
H2e: The Crisis Effect on SMEs has a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment. 
H2d 
Adaptive Cognition 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment 
H2e 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
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The hypothesis (H2e) presumes that the degree to which an SME’s owner/ manager 
perceive the Crisis Impact on the specific industry sector (Bibeault 1982; Cater and 
Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Coricelli et al., 2010; Hofer, 1980; Hung and 
Tangpong, 2010; Kalemli-Ozcan et al., 2012; Lopez et al., 2012; Robbins and Pearce, 
1992), decides whether to pursue a Retrenchment Turnaround Strategy or to invest. 
In this positive relationship, Crisis Effect on SMEs is the predictor and Turnaround 
Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment is the predicted variable. It is reasonable to assume 
that the Crisis Effect on SMEs positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment 
vs Investment. 
 
 Hypothesis 3 
 Hypothesis H3a 
H3a: The Risk propensity (owner/manager profile characteristic) has a positive impact 
on the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change. 
 
Hypothesis (H3a) presumes that the SME’s manager / owner risk seeking or risk adverse 
behaviour is a determinant factor which has a significant impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change (Ghosh and Ray, 1997; Keinan et al., 1984). According 
to Hung and Tangpong (2010), “risk propensity is a personality attribute that reflects a 
decision–maker’s cumulative tendency to take or avoid risks”. Therefore, the SME’s 
owner/ manager who has the tendency to take risks will proceed to the organizational 
change required in order for the Turnaround Process to be successful. As the personal 
profile characteristics play a crucial role in initiating Turnaround strategies it is 
reasonable to assume that the Risk Propensity positively affects the Turnaround strategy: 
Organizational Change. 
H3a 
Risk Propensity 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
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 Hypothesis H3b 
H3b: The Adaptive Cognition (owner/manager profile characteristic) has a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change. 
 
Hypothesis (H3b) presumes that the SME’s manager’s / owner’s cognition adaptability is 
a determinant factor which has a significant impact on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change (Ghosh and Ray, 1997; Hung and Tangpong, 2010; Haynie and 
Shepherd 2009; Keinan et al., 1984). According to Haynie and Shepherd, (2009), 
“dynamic, flexible, and self-regulating in one's cognitions given dynamic and uncertain 
task environments”. Therefore, the SME’s owner/ manager who has the Adaptive 
Cognition ability will proceed to the Organizational Change required in order to make the 
Turnaround Process successful. 
In this positive relationship, Adaptive Cognition is the predictor and Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment, is the predicted variable. It is reasonable to assume that  
Adaptive Cognition positively affects the Turnaround strategy: Organizational Change. 
 
 Hypothesis 4 
 Hypothesis H4a 
H4a: The Risk propensity (owner/manager profile characteristic) has a positive impact, 
on the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. 
 
H3b 
Adaptive Cognition 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
H4a 
Risk Propensity 
Turnaround Strategies: 
Innovation Strategies 
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Hypothesis (H4a) presumes that the SME’s manager/ owner risk-seeking or risk- adverse 
behaviour is a determinant factor which has a significant impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation Strategies (Ghosh and Ray, 1997; Keinan et al., 1984). According 
to Hung and Tangpong (2010), “risk propensity is a personality attribute that reflects a 
decision–maker’s cumulative tendency to take or avoid risks”. Therefore, the SME 
owner/ manager who is willing to take risks will adopt the Innovation Strategies required 
in order to achieve a successful Turnaround Process. 
In this positive relationship, Risk Propensity is the predictor and Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation Strategies is the predicted variable. It is reasonable to assume that the Risk 
Propensity positively affects the Turnaround strategy: Innovation Strategies. 
 
 Hypothesis H4b 
 
H4b: The Adaptive Cognition (owner/manager profile characteristic) has a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. 
 
The hypothesis (H4b) presumes that the SME’s manager’s / owner’s cognition 
adaptability is a determinant factor which has a significant impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation Strategies (Ghosh and Ray, 1997; Hung and Tangpong, 2010; 
Haynie and Shepherd 2009; Keinan et al., 1984). According to Haynie and Shepherd 
(2009), “dynamic, flexible, and self-regulating in one's cognitions given dynamic and 
uncertain task environments”. Therefore, the SME’s owner / manager who has the 
Adaptive Cognition ability will adapt the Innovation Strategies required in order to 
achieve a successful  Turnaround Process. As the personal profile characteristics play a 
crucial role in initiating Turnaround Strategies, it is reasonable to assume that the 
Adaptive Cognition positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. 
H4b 
Adaptive Cognition 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation Strategies 
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 Hypothesis H4c 
H4c: The Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change has a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. 
 
Hypothesis (H4c) presumes that the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change affects 
the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. On the one hand, the capability to 
develop, adopt and introduce new ideas, new products, new operational methods and 
processes for an SME means Innovation. On the other hand, the Organizational Change 
aimed at acquiring managers who will be able to capitalize on the opportunities for new 
innovative ideas, technologies, products and processes (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Davila 
et al., 2006; Mc Adam et al., 2000; O’Regan and Ghobadian, 2005). From this point of 
view, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change has a significant positive impact on 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies, as, according to Cater and Schwab (2008), 
an Organizational Change is the requirement in initiating Turnaround Strategies. 
 
 Hypothesis 5 
 
 Hypothesis H5a 
 
H5a: The Crisis Effect on SMEs has a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies 
 
H5a 
Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation Strategies 
H4c 
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Hypothesis (H5a) presumes that the degree to which an SME’s owner / manager perceives 
the crisis impact on the specific industry sector (Bibeault, 1982; Cater and Schwab, 2008; 
Coricelli et. al., 2010; Chowdhury, 2002; Hofer, 1980; Hung and Tangpong, 2010; 
Kalemli-Ozcan et al., 2012; Lopez et al., 2012; Pearce and Michael, 1997; Robbins and 
Pearce, 1992), is the deciding factor on whether Marketing Strategies should be pursued 
in order to expand in an alternative market, and to increase the SME’s export orientation 
as well. According to Pearce and Michael (1997), specific prescriptions for SMEs are: 
“First, maintain marketing activities in the core business as assurance against recession. 
Increasing sales and advertising, increasing breadth of production, and increasing 
geographic coverage improve performance during both the peak and the contraction of 
the business cycle. Second, during the peak period, cautiously expand with an emphasis 
on marketing efficiency. Increasing the number of channels of distribution and cutting 
price have a negative effect unless accompanied by sales-force performance 
measurement”. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the Crisis Effect on SMEs positively 
affects the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
 
 Hypothesis H5b 
H5b: The Adaptive Cognition (owner/manager profile characteristic) has a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
 
Hypothesis (H5b) presumes that the SME manager’s / owner’s Cognition Adaptability is 
a determinant factor which has a significant impact on the Turnaround Strategy Market 
Strategies (Ghosh and Ray, 1997; Hung and Tangpong, 2010; Haynie and Shepherd, 
2009; Keinan et al., 1984; Pearce and Michael, 1997). According to Pearce and Michael 
(1997), Cognition Adaptability requires “maintaining marketing activities in the core 
business as assurance against recession”. Therefore, the SME’s owner / manager who 
has the Adaptive Cognition ability will adopt Market Strategies required, in order to face 
H5b 
Adaptive Cognition Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies 
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the recession. As the personal profile characteristics play a crucial role in initiating 
Turnaround Strategies, it is reasonable to assume that the Adaptive Cognition positively 
affects the Turnaround strategy: Market Strategies. 
 
 Hypothesis H5c 
H5c: The Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change has a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
 
Hypothesis (H5c) presumes that Organizational Change is the essential requirement for 
successful Marketing Strategy. As the Turnaround Strategy, Organizational Change is the 
first stage of the Turnaround Process, (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; 
Lohrke et al., 2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Michael, 1997), 
Organizational Change affects the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. It is then 
reasonable to assume that the SME’s Organizational Change positively affects the 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, as according to Cater and Schwab (2008) an 
Organizational Change is the requirement in initiating Turnaround Strategies as well as 
the essential requirement for a successful Export Orientation, and, furthermore, the 
needed expansion to alternative markets. 
 
 Hypothesis H5d 
 
 
 
H5d: The Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment Vs Investment has a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
H5c 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies 
H5d 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment Vs Investment  
Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies 
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Hypothesis (H5d) presumes that the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment 
after a successful Turnaround Process is a crucial factor for a successful growth stage 
including Market Strategies. As the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment 
determine the firm’s route (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Lohrke et al., 
2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Michael, 1997), concerning the available 
human and other resources; the importance of the Retrenchment Stage success in the 
Turnaround Process is obvious. From this point of view, Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment affect the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. Thus, it 
is reasonable to assume that the SME’s Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs 
Investment, positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies as the essential 
requirement for a successful Export Orientation and the needed expansion to alternative 
markets. 
 
 Hypothesis H5e 
H5e: The Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies has a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
 
Hypothesis (H5e) presumes that the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies is a 
crucial factor for a successful Marketing Strategy. As the Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation Strategies, introduce and develop new ideas, new products, new operational 
methods and processes (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; 
Lohrke et al., 2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Michael, 1997) it is helpful 
for the SME’s owner / manager to pursue Marketing Strategies in order to expand in an 
alternative market and increase the SME’s export orientation as well. From this point of 
view the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies affects the Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the SME’s Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation Positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
H5e 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Strategies  
Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies  
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 Hypothesis 6 
 Hypothesis H6a 
H6a: The Crisis Effect on SMEs has a negative impact on the Performance Relative to 
Competition 
 
Hypothesis (H6a) presumes that the degree to which an SME’s owner / manager perceives 
the crisis impact, on the specific industry sector, and decides to adopt and implement a 
Turnaround Process, which the successful outcome, leads to improved SME’s 
performance (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Ho et al., 2010; Jagafa and 
Wood, 2012; Li et al., 2011; Liu, 2009; Lohrke et al., 2004; Pearce and Michael, 1997; 
Robbins and Pearce, 1992). According to Ho et al., 2010, the greater the crisis’ impact 
on the SMEs’, the lower their Performance Relative to Competition. Therefore, it is 
reasonable to assume that the Crisis Effect on SMEs negatively affects the SME’s 
Performance Relative to Competition. 
 Hypothesis H6b 
 
H6b: The Turnaround Strategies: Innovation Strategies has a positive impact on the 
Performance Relative to Competition 
 
 
The hypothesis (H6b) presumes that the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies is a 
crucial factor in successful Marketing Strategy, which is positively related with the 
H6a 
Performance Relative to 
Competition  
 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
H6b 
Performance Relative to 
Competition  
Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation Strategies 
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SME’s performance. As the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies introduce and 
develop new ideas, new products, new operational methods and processes (Cater and 
Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; Lohrke et al., 2004; Pearce and 
Michael 1997; Robbins and Pearce, 1992) it is helpful for the SME’s owner / manager to 
pursue Marketing Strategies in order to expand in an alternative market and to achieve 
higher performance rates. From this point of view the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Strategies affect the Performance Relative to Competition. Hence, it is reasonable to 
assume that the SME’s Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Positively affects the 
Performance Relative to Competition. 
 
 Hypothesis H6c 
H6c: The Turnaround Strategies: Market Strategies have a positive impact on the 
Performance Relative to Competition. 
 
 
Hypothesis (H6c) presumes that the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies is a crucial 
factor for a successful Marketing Strategy which is positively related with the SME’s 
performance.  The Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, imparts to the SME’s owner/ 
manager the ability to pursue Marketing Strategies, in order to expand the SME’s 
activities in alternative markets (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et 
al., 2006; Lohrke et al., 2004; Pearce and Michael 1997; Robbins and Pearce, 1992) and 
increase the SME’s export orientation as well, achieving higher performance rates. From 
this point of view the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies affect the Performance 
Relative to Competition. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the SME’s Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies positively affects the Performance relative to Competition.  
H6c 
Performance Relative to 
Competition 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies 
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 Hypothesis 7 
 Hypothesis H7a 
 
H7a: The Crisis Effect on SMEs has a negative impact on the (Current) Viability 
 
Hypothesis (H7a) presumes that the degree to which an SME’s owner/ manager perceives 
the crisis impact on the specific industry sector (Abouzeedan, 2001; Cater and Schwab, 
2008; Castrogiovanni, 1996; Chowdhury, 2002; Ho et al., 2010; Jagafa and Wood, 2012; 
Li et al., 2011; Lohrke et al., 2004; Pearce and Michael 1997; Rasheed, 2005; Robbins 
and Pearce, 1992; Wolff and Pett, 2006; Xiangfeng, 2009; Zahra, 1986), then decides to 
adopt and implement a Turnaround Process, leads to a successful outcome which means 
a much improved SME’s performance and Current Viability. According to Ho et al., 
2010, the greater the crisis’ impact on the SMEs, the lower their Performance Relative to 
Competition. So, it is reasonable to assume that the Crisis Effect on SMEs negatively 
affects the SME’s Current Viability. 
 
 Hypothesis H7b 
H7b: The Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies has a positive impact on the 
(Current) Viability 
 
H7a 
Viability (Current)  Crisis Effect on SMEs 
H7b 
Viability (Current)  
Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation Strategies  
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Hypothesis (H7b) presumes that the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies is a 
crucial factor for a successful Marketing Strategy, which is positively related with the 
SME’s performance and Current Viability.  As the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Strategies, introduce and develop new ideas, new products, new operational methods and 
processes (Caineli and Savona, 2004; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Cefis and Marsili, 2005; 
Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; Lin and Chen, 2007; Lohrke et al., 2004; Pearce 
and Michael, 1997; Robbins and Pearce, 1992) it is helpful for the SME’s owner / 
manager to pursue Marketing Strategies, in order to expand in an alternative market and 
achieve higher performance rates and finally maintain the SME’s Current viability. From 
this point of view the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies affect the Current 
Viability. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the SME’s Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation, positively affects the Current Viability. 
 
 Hypothesis H7c 
H7c: The Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies has a positive impact on the (Current) 
Viability 
 
Hypothesis (H7c) presumes that the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies is a crucial 
factor in successful Marketing Strategy, which is positively related with the SME’s 
performance.  The Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, imparts to the SME’s owner/ 
manager the ability to pursue Marketing Strategies in order to expand in alternative 
markets (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; Lohrke et al., 
2004; Pearce and Michael, 1997; Robbins and Pearce, 1992) and increase the SME’s 
Export Orientation as well, achieving higher performance rates and finally, maintain the 
SME’s Current Viability. From this point of view, the Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies affects the Current Viability. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the SME’s 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies positively affects the Current Viability. 
H7c 
Viability (Current)  
Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies  
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 Hypothesis H7d 
 
H7d: The Performance Relative to Competition has a positive impact on the (Current) 
Viability 
 
Hypothesis (H7d) presumes that the Performance Relative to Competition is positively 
connected with the SME’s Current and Future Viability. Abouzeedan and Busler (2004), 
Abouzeedan (2001), suggest a Survival Index Viability (SIV) which connects the SME’s 
performance evaluation and its final Current or Future Viability. Many research efforts 
have been conducted by different authors (Abouzeedan, 2001; Abouzeedan and Busler, 
2004; Caineli and Savona, 2004; Castrogiovanni, 1996; Cefis and Marsili, 2005; Lin and 
Chen, 2007; Rasheed, 2005; Wolff and Pett, 2006; Zahra, 1986) in order to connect 
managerial abilities, innovation strategies, market strategies and export orientation with 
SME’s performance rates and viability. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the 
SME’s Performance Relative to Competition positively affects the Current Viability. 
The Hypotheses developed in this research are depicted in table 3.2, which presents all 
the relative variables for the model and the relationships the model attempts to examine. 
Each of the hypotheses presented in sections 3.3.1 to 3.3.7, can be traced to the formulated 
table showing all the developed hypotheses. Each variable in table 3.2 is linked with other 
variables according to the hypotheses presented in sections 3.3.1 to 3.3.7. Therefore, the 
first hypothesis consists of two separate parts, the relationship between the SME’s size 
(Employee Number) and the Crisis Effect on SMEs, and the relationship between the 
Competition Intensity and the Crisis Effect on SMEs. Accordingly, the rest of the 
hypotheses are structured in the same way. 
 
 
H7d 
Viability (Current) Performance Relative to 
Competition 
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 Research Hypotheses Development 
 
Source: By the author based on the research model  
SME size
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Crisis Effect on SMEsH1
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3.4 Conclusions 
Partially or occasionally some of the above described by the research’s and hypothesized 
model relationships may have been tested in previous research studies by several 
researchers, but not in the form of an integrated model, as the present study proposes. For 
the needs of the present study, the researcher combines the identified factors with those 
Turnaround Strategies are included in the proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix in a unique 
and original way, so that the research’s results evaluation will indicate the way that the 
identified factors affect the utilized Turnaround Strategies by the SMEs and furthermore 
the impact of those strategies on their performance and viability. 
For that reason, the researcher is not aware of any previous theoretical or empirical studies 
that combine elements of the proposed and hypothesized model in the same or in a similar 
way. 
Furthermore, the new instruments utilized for the needs of the present study by the 
researcher, led to the construction and adaptation of the proposed model in such a way 
that has never been used before. 
The previous variables and relationships validation of the present study, mainly perceived 
as advantages rather than weaknesses, contributes to further improving its results. 
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Chapter 4. Research Methodology 
This chapter presents an in-depth discussion and detailed description of how the research 
philosophy adopted, justifies the manner in which the present investigation was 
conducted. 
The purpose here is to: 
➢ Present in detail, explain and justify the selection of specific research methods 
adopted for this study. 
➢ Adopt specific research strategies that will justify the research methods chosen. 
➢ Introduce all the tools and research instruments that have been developed and used to 
achieve the research objectives. 
The main goal of the research concerns the identification of Turnaround (Rescue – 
Reversal) Strategies that have been successfully adopted by the Greek SMEs in order to 
achieve sustainability in times of deep economic crisis. Additional goals are the 
identification of factors influencing the choice, and affecting, the utilisation of these 
Turnaround Strategies, as well as the examination of the most effective combination of 
Turnaround Strategies in order to ensure the survival of an SME throughout the economic 
crisis in Greece. The research model and research hypotheses, described in chapter 3, are 
investigated according to Robson (2002), with the help of the methods and tools described 
in this chapter. 
 
4.1 Research Approach Choices of the Present Study 
The research philosophy, as stated above, relates to the choice of the research 
methodology of the present study, and, therefore, the way in which the data are connected 
with the study itself. Galliers (1991) and Robson (2002) claimed that research philosophy 
will also dictate the way in which the validity of the research hypotheses will be tested. 
Science is now recognized as a conversion or transformation process during which raw 
(sensory) data is converted to knowledge. The conversion process turning sensory 
experience into knowledge using science, as Galliers (1991) suggested, is defined as the 
scientific method. Epistemology is the term of which the basic tenet is: what is known is 
true (which characterizes science), and it does not involve the main philosophies of 
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research. According to Galliers (1991), the two main research philosophies so far 
identified, are the positivist and the anti-positivist. 
 
 Positivistic Quantitative vs Naturalistic Qualitative 
Comte and Bridges, (1865) claimed that the positivistic research approach is defined by 
its way of understanding the real world (reality), which is based on positive sciences. 
According to Levin (1988), the positivistic view of reality is common, stable, unified, 
measurable, accessible to all researchers, and can be observed and described objectively. 
For Galliers (1991), the naturalistic (anti-positivist) research approach, in contrast to a 
positivistic one, admits the existence of multiple interpretations of reality, while 
advocating that all of those interpretations are necessary for the production of scientific 
knowledge. According to his approach, the premise of the existence of multiple 
interpretations of reality means that measurement is difficult, if not impossible. 
The positivistic research approach perceives reality as one, and is objective. According 
to Levin (1988), reality can be observed and measured with objectivity, in order to 
produce results that are valid, reliable and generalizable. The main advantages of 
positivism as a scientific method of investigation are the following: 
Repeatability 
According to Bhattacherjee (2012), the use of this method provides the possibility for any 
researcher to repeat a particular scientific research, which should lead to similar, if not 
identical results. 
Reliability of the results 
The use of this method requires the processing and analysis of quantitative data that have 
been collected by the creation of a large sample, often random in nature. With the 
adoption of statistical sampling methods (McFadzean, 2007), of which analysis is carried 
out using statistical methods and techniques, the results’ reliability can be proven by 
mathematical and statistical means.  
Objectivity 
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Objectivity of the research results in a positivistic analysis can be ensured firstly by the 
sample size and composition, plus, secondarily, by the collection of quantitative data. 
Concurring with Wood and Welch (2010), the investigator should be independent, should 
not raise any important human interests, the explanations should demonstrate causality, 
research should be conducted through assumptions and concepts should be refined in 
order to be measured. Finally, the sample must be large-sized and be selected via some 
form of random sampling. 
Generalizability 
One of the major advantages of positivism according to Charoenruk (2012), is the 
generalizability of research findings, from the sample to the population, under the terms 
and conditions detailed above. 
In conclusion, positivism as a research approach, has a long and historical tradition that 
dates back to the Hellenistic period, with reference to Plato and Aristotle (Positivists). 
Several authors argue today that knowledge which does not rely on positivist thinking 
and approach should be rejected, and not considered scientific. This was one of the bases 
of their argument in several research articles (Alavi and Carlson, 1992; Hirschheim, 
1985), in which it was found that all significant empirical studies had a positivist approach 
for this type of research. 
Positivism’s repeatability, reliability objectivity and generalizability of the results are 
necessary for the completion of the present study’s goals. Therefore, positivism appears 
to be the only possible choice of methodological approach. 
 
4.1.1.1 Quantitative Research Approach 
As noted above, one of the features of positivism is that the logic of research remains 
common to both the physical and social sciences. The scientific methods used in the 
natural sciences are based mainly on quantitative research (Cormack, 1991), the key 
features of which are “empiricism” (Leach, 1990) and “positivism” (Duffy, 1987). 
Proceedings of the quantitative research approach determine how data collection 
processing and analysis must be performed (McFadzean, 2007), through the adoption of 
specific methods. Cormack (1991) argued that the purpose of quantitative research 
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methodology is finding and mapping relationships between variables, with emphasis on 
formulating and testing hypotheses. According to Marshall (1996), “The aim of the 
quantitative research is to test predetermined hypotheses and produce generalizable 
results”. 
In conclusion, the quantitative research method is most appropriate for the study and 
investigation of those cases that require a wide understanding of the situation, assess 
social demographic characteristics of the population, comparing relationships and 
correlations between different subjects, and accurate data and information on the type and 
size of the problem. Marshall (1996) suggested that the collection and analysis of data 
using statistical methods enables the quantitative research method to determine whether 
the tests are reliable or not. It is also able to measure and evaluate the factors affecting 
the adoption of methods, strategies etc. in the research population. On the contrary, the 
qualitative method is best used in cases where the goal is: the in-depth understanding of 
a particular subject, the understanding of human behaviour, or the perceptions of a 
specific population group regarding a specific subject. The exploration and understanding 
of phenomena provide the possibility of in-depth understanding of specific issues 
(Polland, 2005), but also require detailed and complete information in order to analyse all 
perspectives, opinions and explanations from the individual or group that has been 
affected by the matter under investigation. 
The aforementioned staple characteristics of the quantitative research analysis are those 
that the present study chose to follow for a wide understanding of the situation . Moreover, 
positivism’s repeatability, reliability objectivity and generalizability of its results are core 
goals of the present study. Therefore, based on the previous analysis, the choice for this 
research is a positivistic quantitative research approach as the most appropriate research 
approach for the completion of this work. 
 
 Data Type Selection 
Quantitative vs Qualitative Data 
The collection of research data in both quantitative and qualitative research methods, 
differs in its objective level of information in order to collect the research data which 
should cover the research question(s) or matters under investigation. According to May 
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(2001), both methods have distinct advantages and disadvantages, thus it is not possible 
to define a “better” approach. 
The type of research determines respectively the method of collecting the research data. 
In qualitative research, the challenge for researchers is to discuss how, why, and under 
what conditions the phenomenon under study can be observed (Hox and Boeije, 2005; 
May, 2001) within the target group population chosen for this very purpose. 
In the case of the quantitative method of investigation, Cohen et al. (2007) suggest that 
research data that ought to be collected are such that they can be numbered and measured. 
Therefore, quantitative data is preferred in cases where the research goals include precise 
measuring, regarding quantity, value etc. That way Cohen et al. (2007) support that it is 
geared towards answering questions such as: the why, and how, of closed questionnaires. 
The angle of approach concerning quantitative data collection is that of the external 
observer, one who focuses on solving a specific issue. 
According to Cohen et al., (2007), Hox and Boeije (2005) the most common quantitative 
methods of research data collection are the following: 
• Experiment 
• Observation 
• Surveys 
• Structured interviews 
• Quick counting estimates 
• Registration 
• Population movement tracking 
Although quantitative research data are usually considered as generally more objective 
than qualitative data, Cohen et al. (2007) and McFadzean (2007) have found that an 
important role in their objectivity is related to the impartiality of the researcher and the 
methods used to collect them. 
Both quantitative and qualitative data can be collected, according to Hox and Boeije 
(2005), from either primary or secondary sources. However, this distinction between 
primary and secondary data, which is the same for both quantitative and qualitative 
methods, will be discussed further in this chapter.  
Since this study follows a positivistic quantitative research approach, the data that will be 
used for this empirical investigation will also follow the quantitative principles, and will 
have to be collected via quantitative methods. 
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Primary Vs Secondary Data 
The collection of research data is inextricably linked to the type and nature of the 
investigation. Social scientists (Hox and Boeije, 2005), try to collect research data that 
will cover the research question(s) or matters under investigation, using various 
strategies. In the case of both quantitative and qualitative research methods, the basic 
types of research data collection strategies are two: primary and secondary. The primary 
method of data collection, as its name suggests, mainly concerns the data collected 
exclusively for the purpose of research directly from the source using procedures which 
fit perfectly into the research problem. The collected data of every primary research 
(Cohen et al., 2007; Hox and Boeije, 2005) are stored – added to a knowledge base, in 
order to make them available for future use by the research community. The definition of 
the secondary method of collecting research data (Hox, and Boeije, 2005; Robson, 2002) 
is using survey data from a knowledge base at a different time, to research different topics 
in relation to the original topic for which the data was initially collected. Thus, secondary 
research data refers to primary data which are reused at a later time for answering another, 
different from the original, research question. 
The main advantages of collecting primary research data against secondary are: 
• The research data collection method is designed for the purpose of the specific 
research approach, and the data is collected at the time the study is carried out. Thus, 
the entire data collection design serves the purpose of completely covering the 
research hypothesis or question. According to Robson (2002), the researcher, with 
proper planning and the use of appropriate research tools, can draw directly from the 
source data that have an excellent fit with his / her research This is certainly not the 
case in the secondary data collection method. 
• In the case of primary data, the researcher can ensure that the data are collected with 
objectivity; with secondary data, this cannot be ensured. More specifically, in the case 
of secondary data, the researcher depends on the level of objectivity of the persons 
that collected the data in the first place (Hox and Boeije, 2005; Saunders et al., 2003), 
persons, that, either by mistake, or by design, could not have been very objective. A 
typical example of the latter case, is the data on the balance sheet of a company, which 
may, for a particular reason, not be displayed as they actually are in reality (e.g. tax 
evasion). 
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• The data collected via the primary method do not need any conversion in order to be 
compatible with the ongoing investigation, as they are, by design, collected to match 
the needs of the research. Saunders et al., (2003) suggested that in the case of 
secondary data, of which the collection has taken place at a different time and place, 
under different conditions, by different investigators using different research tools, 
with different standardization for different types of research, the data must be adjusted 
to obtain the required compatibility. In some cases, even that standardization (Hox 
and Boeije, 2005; Saunders et al., 2003) cannot help the data reach the required 
“match” for the purpose of research. 
• For the collection of primary research data, the data are collected at the same time in 
which the research is conducted. Hox and Boeije (2005) argued that the same can very 
rarely be ensured when collecting secondary data.  
According to Saunders et al. (2003), the main drawbacks of collecting primary data 
compared to secondary are: 
• Primary data require significant time to collect (time – consuming) 
• Primary data require significant resources for their collection 
• The cost of collecting primary data is particularly high, compared with that of 
collecting secondary data. 
From the previous analysis, the advantages of primary data are in terms of research 
quality, while the advantages of secondary data are in terms of resource cost. Therefore, 
the researcher chose to follow the primary data approach, in order to secure the best 
possible data for the needs of the present study. 
 
 Data Collection Methodology 
Quantitative collecting data strategies include: 
• Surveys with closed-ended questions such as: mail questionnaires, face to face 
and telephone interviews etc. 
• Experiments 
• Observation 
Whereas seven specific methods can be utilized, the main, and most widespread of these 
are: Scientific questionnaire experiment and observation. Experiment and observation as 
data collection methods used with great success in industries such as Medicine, 
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Psychology and Management. However, the use of scientific questionnaire (Hox and 
Boeije, 2005; Saunders et al., 2003) overwhelmingly predominates over the other two 
methods of data collection in quantitative research, both in acceptance rate among 
researchers, as well as in efficiency. Depending on the type of study three types of 
questionnaire could be used: structured, semi-structured and unstructured.  
Structured Questionnaires  
For large quantitative studies, structured questionnaires are broadly used by the 
researchers primarily for collecting primary data through telephone, face-to-face 
interviews or mailed for self-completion. Structured questionnaires consist of closed or 
prompted questions with predefined answers. 
Semi-structured Questionnaires 
For business to business studies, or investigative consumer studies, semi-structured 
questionnaires are preferred by the researchers through telephone or face-to-face 
interviews. Semi-structured questionnaires consist of closed and open (mixed) questions 
and are commonly used in business-to-business market research. 
Unstructured Questionnaires 
Unstructured questionnaires are mainly used for qualitative studies through in-depth 
telephone, or face-to-face interviews, focusing on specific groups. Unstructured 
questionnaires consist of questions that elicit free responses. These come mainly from 
guided conversations rather than structured interviews.    
As to the experiment restrictions regarding the place of data collection (controlled 
environment), this means, that, on the one hand, the research does not take into account 
the effects of the natural environment (physical, social etc.), and on the other hand, it can 
only be used for researching cases that can be reproduced in a closed, controlled 
environment. These limitations (Hox and Boeije, 2005; Saunders et al., 2003), are 
obvious, but they may affect the generalizability of the findings from the sample to the 
population.  
The most prominent of the observation’s restrictions, according to Harnett (2009), is that 
it contains a significant amount of subjective perception; this results in the findings having 
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poor reliability, validity and generalizability, as the data may include a significant 
percentage of bias.  
The grounds for the prevalence and excellence of a scientific questionnaire compared 
with other data collection methods are two: 
• The first is the limited amount of resources needed to develop and implement it. This 
results in extremely high validity of data to cost ratio. 
• The second reason is that the scientific questionnaire faces far fewer restrictions than 
experiment and observation. 
In conclusion, the method of collecting results by scientific questionnaire has far more 
important advantages over the other primary quantitative data collection methods, the 
most prominent of which are the following: 
• It can be used by almost all branches of Social Sciences, and, in particular, for almost 
all Business Administration Studies. 
• Data collection is not affected, or is only minimally affected, by interference of the 
researchers personal perceptions. 
• Findings from the analysis of data collected with the method of scientific 
questionnaire can be generalized from the sample to the population as they have a 
high rate of reliability and validity. 
• It does not require a significant amount of resources and therefore it is low-cost in 
terms of time and money (Hox and Boeije, 2005; Saunders et al., 2003). 
 
4.2 Data Collection Instrument 
The evaluation of the proposed model requires conducting quantitative empirical 
research. The research is mainly based on primary data which are collected with the help 
of a closed type quantitative questionnaire. 
The structure of the study’s questionnaire can be broken down into two main parts:  
• The first part investigates the characteristics of the manager/owner in two sections: 
• The first section investigates the demographic characteristics of the participant (sex, 
age groups, etc.) 
• The second section examines his/her leadership profile characteristics of leadership. 
• The second part concerns the business unit itself and is also split into two sections: 
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• The first section focuses on the profile of the business unit (forms of activity, workers, 
years of operation, branches, etc.) 
• The second section focuses on the measurement of the organizational variables 
included in the proposed model. 
The questionnaire created to gather the necessary data for the purposes of this survey, 
includes a series of tested and published instruments (Dedman and Lennox, 2009; Frese 
and Fay, 2001; Frese et al., 1997; Gundry and Welsch, 2001; Haynie and Shepherd, 2009; 
Hung and Tangpong, 2010; Lopez et al., 2012; Macdonald and Macintyre, 1997; Mueller 
and Thomas, 2000; Roach, 2011; Schwarzer and Hallum, 2008; Smith, 1973), as well as 
a number of instruments created specifically for the needs of the present study. 
Below, the author of this study presents a detailed analysis and presentation of the 
questionnaire and the scales/instruments it includes. The study is based on a quantitative 
research method and primary data collected from 209 SMEs located in the Ionian Islands 
in Greece, during the period of October 2013 to February 2014. Two main scales for 36 
items in total were included in the questionnaire. The items of the first scale, 
“Retrenchment vs Investment”, were about retrenchment guidelines, such as cost-cutting 
(i.e. personnel, operating expenses, fixed assets reduction, product mix and inventory 
reduction), distribution channels and business units’ reduction, as well as investments, 
such as business expansion or joint venture capital, or holdings in other companies. The 
items of the second scale, “Complementary Turnaround Strategy scale”, which was 
divided into 3 subscales, were about top management level changes, operational 
restructuring of the organizational change subscale, product mix change, customer target 
group change for the market strategies subscale, innovative technologies, production 
procedures, product mix diversification and products development for innovation 
strategies.   
 
 Instrument Analysis 
In regard to the selection of the following instruments used in the present study’s 
questionnaire, a thorough investigation of the most appropriate scales to be used was 
conducted. The results of the regressions ran showed that the dependent variables, 
Turnaround Strategies, could not be confirmed to depend upon any of the independent 
variables, scales following, but the Adaptive Cognition and the Risk Propensity variables. 
Additionally, the research model, of which the construction is supported by relevant 
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literature, is able to justify the selection of the following scales for the research through 
the general philosophy of its creation and the Strategy Mix selected by the researcher. 
The goal of this research is the creation of a research model based on those selected 
Strategies, that is capable of leading SMEs to becoming sustainable. To succeed, it is 
necessary to investigate the factors affecting the adoption of those Strategies, and thus, 
statistical testing for their identification and configuration is also necessary. Finally, 
through statistical testing the selection of the appropriate scales was conducted. 
The tested and published instruments utilized in the present study’s questionnaire 
(Appendix A) are the following: 
SME's Manager and/ or Owner Profile 
• Personal Initiative Scale (Frese and Fay, 2001; Frese et al., 1997) includes 6 items. 
Measures the manager’s/owner’s ability to express initiatives. 
• Generalized Self-Efficiency Scale (Schwarzer and Hallum, 2008), includes 10 items. 
Measures the manager’s /owner’s perception of his ability “to do things” with 
success, in other words, his/her belief in his/her abilities. 
• The Generic Job Satisfaction Scale (Macdonald and Macintyre, 1997) includes 10 
items. Measures the manager’s/owner’s satisfaction from running the SME. 
• General Risk Propensity in Multifaceted Business Decisions Scale (Hung and 
Tangpong, 2010), includes 10 items. Measures the manager’s/owner’s ability to take 
risks in a business environment. 
• Entrepreneurial Intensity Scale (Gundry and Welsch, 2001), includes 10 items 
allocated among 2 factors. Measures the manager’s/owner’s willingness to be an 
entrepreneur instead of an employee. 
• Need for Achievement Scale (Smith, 1973), includes 10 items. Measures the 
manager’s/owner’s need to be successful in his line of work. 
• Locus of Control scale (Mueller and Thomas, 2000), includes 10 items. Measures the 
manager’s/owner’s ability to control the SME. 
• Personal Innovativeness scale (Mueller and Thomas, 2000), includes 8 items. 
Measures the manager’s/owner’s ability to innovate and come up with new ideas. 
• Adaptive Cognition Scale (Haynie and Shepherd, 2009), includes 36 items which are 
allocated among 5 factors. For the needs of the present study only the composite 
Adaptive Cognition score will be taken into account. 
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Organizational Variables 
• Perceived Competition (Dedman and Lennox, 2009), includes 3 items. Measures the 
manager’s/owner’s perception of the competition that the SME faces. 
• SME Performance Scale (Roach, 2011), includes 8 items. The scale has been largely 
modified in order to reflect the special characteristics of Greek SMEs. Measures the 
manager’s/owner’s perception of the SME’s performance. 
• Financial Crisis Effect on SME's heavily modified instrument from the work of Lopez 
et al. (2012), includes 21 items. Measures the manager’s/owner’s perception of the 
extent that the Greek crisis has affected the SME. 
The prototype instrument developed for the needs of the present study (Appendix D) are 
the following: 
Performance Variables 
• Export Orientation scale includes 9 items. It measures the degree that the SME is 
export oriented. 
• Perceived Current Viability includes 35 items allocated among 6 factors, namely: 
Human Resources, Installation & Equipment Quality and Availability, Financial 
Capital Availability, Production Capacity, Market Strength, and Financial 
Performance. Measures the manager’s/owner’s perception of the SME’s current 
ability to survive. 
• Perceived Future Viability includes 35 items allocated among 6 factors, namely: 
Human Resources, Installation & Equipment Quality and Availability, Financial 
Capital Availability, Production Capacity, Market Strength, and Financial 
Performance. Measures the manager’s/owner’s perception of the SME’s ability to 
survive in the future. 
Turnaround Strategies 
• Retrenchment – Investment scale includes 14 items. The scale seeks to identify if the 
SME responded to the financial crisis with Investment (increased spending) or 
Retrenchment (decreased spending). 
• Complementary Turnaround Strategies scale, includes 22 items allocated among 4 
factors, namely: organizational change, market strategies, export strategies, 
innovativeness. 
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The Perceived Future Viability scale is a reflection of the manager’s/ owners’ perception 
of what the Perceived Current Viability will be, in the years following the measurement 
point. 
 
 The Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
In order to evaluate the Turnaround Strategies employed by the Ionian Islands Greek 
SMEs, the researcher introduced a new measurement instrument filling the gap in the 
existing literature on the Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI). A valid 
and reliable measurement instrument will enable SMEs’ owners/managers to collect all 
necessary data from the Turnaround Strategies implementation. This data statistical 
analysis will illustrate the impact of the Turnaround Strategies on the SMEs’ performance 
and viability during adverse economic circumstances.  To that purpose, the researcher 
introduced the TSMI, a valid and reliable instrument which has been tested and published 
(Appendix E). It uses 36 items in two scales. The “Retrenchment vs Investment” scale 
includes 14 items and seeks to identify if the SME responded to the financial crisis with 
Retrenchment or Investment actions. Retrenchment vs Investment, as part of a 
Turnaround Process, requires specific actions according to the Turnaround literature, in 
order to be successful. The “Complementary Turnaround Strategies” scale includes 22 
items in 3 subscales: the “Organizational Change” subscale that includes 9 items and 
seeks to identify any organizational changes in the SME’s structure, the “Market 
Strategies” subscale that includes 6 items and seeks to identify the SME’s market 
strategies and the “Innovation Strategies” subscale that includes 7 items and seeks to 
identify the SME’s innovation strategies.      
The TSMI was subjected to several tests for validity (face and content), reliability, 
construct validity and internal consistency (Neuman, 2003; Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2007; 
Williams et al., 2010). Three hypotheses covered these tests for the new scale in total. 
Hypothesis 1 covered the face and content validity of the scale. Hypothesis 2 covered the 
scale’s construct validity and Hypothesis 3 covered the internal consistency. According 
to Beeri (2009), face validity is a consensus method for measuring validity and examines 
whether the theoretical background and TSMI measurement method fit. The content 
validity ensures that the TSMI has included every aspect of the Turnaround Management 
Strategies. Construct validity has to be tested, as the TSMI includes multiple indicators. 
Internal consistency reliability defines the consistency of the results delivered, ensuring 
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that the TSMI’s various items -measuring the different constructs- deliver consistent 
scores.   
 
 Pilot Study 
Efficiency is one of the key elements in conducting surveys. It is therefore important to 
ensure the reliability and validity of the collection data instruments in performing surveys, 
especially those that require a large number of participants. To promote efficiency in 
conducting surveys, researchers usually perform a pilot study. A pilot study is in fact a 
“strategy” used to test the research’s questionnaire, using a smaller sample compared to 
the planned, sample size. In this phase of conducting a survey, the questionnaire is 
distributed to a small piece of the total designed sample population.  
The entire instrument was subjected to a pilot study. The pilot study was conducted with 
the purpose of measuring the reliability of the scales. For the performance of the pilot 
study some of the questionnaires were collected and analysed first, in order to determine 
the reliability of the initial results, and, therefore, the reliability of the whole study. 
Among the questionnaires collected with the help of a small sample of SME owners 
randomly selected from the Ionian Islands region, the first 15 of them were gathered and 
tested for their reliability, forming the pilot study. Considering the fact that the 
questionnaires included in the pilot study were the first to be returned from the selected 
sample of companies in the study, they can be treated as randomly selected. The widely 
accepted 0,7 Cronbach’s Alpha cut-off point was utilized as a standard of reliability 
(Carmines and Zeller, 1989) In the initial pilot study’s, Reliability Analysis, most of the 
scales were “Acceptable” or “Good”, while there were some with a rating of “Excellent”. 
According to the results of this pilot reliability analysis, some adjustments on the 
questionnaire scales were required, by removing or altering certain items. However, in 
many scales there was the need to eliminate several items before the Cronbach’s Alpha 
could reach acceptable levels. The reliability analysis of the pilot study showed very good 
results both for the prototypes and the existing instruments, as well. In total, the pilot 
study that was performed had good reliability, and, consequently, the rest of the 
questionnaires could be tested in the main part of the study. The results of the pilot test 
reliability analysis, after treating instances of Cronbach’s Alpha below the 0.7 cut–off 
point, are detailed in table 4.1. 
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 Results of the Pilot Study Reliability Analysis 
 
 
4.3 Research Sample (Formulation and Characteristics) 
The term, “sampling”, refers to the formation of a necessary and sufficient number of 
units belonging to the population under investigation. In order for the sampling to occur, 
the target population must be clearly defined and meet the requirements and 
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characteristics set by the researcher. A prerequisite for correct sampling is that the 
researcher has identified the population he intends to study, and has proceeded to define 
the specific criteria that must be met by the population (e.g. Greek SMEs). According to 
Black (1999), the purpose of the survey, the aims and the goals of the study, and its 
research hypotheses will determine the criteria that the population must meet. 
The goal of the quantitative research method is to form a truly random and relatively large 
sample-size, in order to generalize the study’s findings to the target population. Black 
(1999), suggested that the use of statistical techniques (such as, stratification, etc.) ensures 
equal chances for each unit of the population to become a part of the sample.  Identifying 
the population or sampling frame from which to form the research sample is one of a 
researcher’s top priorities. The formulation of a random, representative sample, and the 
need to collect a significant amount of information, means that some important 
parameters that can guarantee the required features, must be taken into consideration 
when describing the population. The purpose of the study provides the researcher with all 
the necessary criteria, which are usually size, age, geographical distribution, educational 
level, economic background etc. Once the researchers have define the target population, 
then they must select the appropriate sampling method in order to select the units of the 
population that will form the research sample. The formulation of a random, 
representative sample requires the knowledge, the distribution, and the geographical 
distribution of the population survey (Black, 1999).  
The subject of the present research is the SMEs that belong to the Greek Ionian Islands 
region, (one of the thirteen regions that Greek territory is divided into), of which the 
population reaches 29,143 SMEs. A great portion of these, approximately 77%, are SMEs 
from the tertiary sector, while 21.20% are SMEs from the secondary sector, and only 
1.80% are SMEs from the primary sector, in total (Ionian Islands Region, 2014). The 
Ionian Islands SMEs allocation per business sector, as well as the value added, and the 
percentage contribution of each business sector on the Ionian Islands’ GDP in total, is 
shown in Table 4.2. The Ionian Islands’ GDP represents a percentage of 1.565% of the 
country’s total GDP. As is clearly shown in table 4.2, the Wholesale – Retail business 
sector presents, among others, the greatest contribution to the Ionian Islands GDP in total. 
It is very important the SMEs’ identification per Ionian Island, as well as their 
contribution to the Ionian Islands’ GDP in total.  
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  Ionian Islands SMEs & Value-Added Allocation per Business Sector 
of Origin (2011 year) 
Business Sector 
SMEs 
Population 
Value Added % SMEs  % V 
Added 
Agriculture-Forestry-Fisheries 533 100,00 1,83% 3,06% 
Mining-Manufacturing-Power, 
Water Supply 
1836 136,00 6,30% 4,17% 
Constructions 1198 134,00 4,11% 4,11% 
Wholesale - Retail, 
Transportation, Tourism - 
Hospitality 
16853 1477,00 57,83% 45,25% 
News - Communication 265 56,00 0,91% 1,72% 
Financial - Insurance 87 91,00 0,30% 2,79% 
Real Estate 1494 461,00 5,13% 14,12% 
Scientific, Technical and 
Administrative Activities 
1727 137,00 5,93% 4,20% 
Education-Public health- 
Defense, Social Care, Public 
Administration 
927 511,00 3,18% 15,66% 
Art - Entertainment, Other 
Service Activities, Household 
& Organizations Activities 
4223 161,00 14,49% 4,93% 
Total 29.143,00 3264,00 100,00% 100,00% 
Source: EL. STAT (Statistics.gr), Business Register 
 
Table 4.3 depicts the Greek Ionian Islands SMEs’ allocation per Ionian Island. 
 
 Ionian Islands SMEs Distribution (Target Population) 
Ionian Islands 
SMEs Nr Per Ionian 
Island 
SMEs Allocation Per Ionian Island 
(%)  
Corfu Island & 
Paxoi 13.706 47,03% 
Zakynthos Island 7.656 26,27% 
Cephallonia & 
Ithaka 3.787 12,99% 
Lefkas Island 3.125 10,72% 
Kythera 869 2,98% 
Total 29.143 100,00% 
Source: EL. STAT (statistics.gr) 
 
After analysing Greek Ionian Islands SMEs’ population characteristics as well as their 
geographical allocation, the researcher proceeded to the research’s sample identification 
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and creation. The research’s sample was designed to be a representative random stratified 
sample. The reason that the researcher chose to follow the stratified sampling is that in 
many cases it is very important to ensure the participation ratio in the sample of units with 
specific characteristics (e.g. Greek SMEs in non-urban areas of the country, or SMEs 
from all geographic regions of the country). Both simple random and systematic sampling 
cannot ensure that the proportion of the population with special features will be 
represented in the sample. The solution to this problem is to select the sample using 
simple random or systematic sampling within specific predefined groups of the 
population that share specific characteristics (e.g. Greek SMEs in the Ionian Islands). So, 
in this way, the researcher can be sure that the final sample contains units of all different 
population sub-groups that are needed to be included in the study. The stratified sampling 
method is based on the separation of the target population into strata (layers) with 
particular characteristics. Thus, it can ensure the participation in the final sample of units 
from all the of the target population’s desired strata. Stratified sampling is critical if the 
researcher knows what proportion of the study’s population belongs to each stratum.  
The great advantage of this method is the possibility of creating a very large sample of a 
relatively small group, so that the findings will be highly reliable. This practice, however, 
requires retrospective adjustment in order to generalize the findings from the sample to 
the population. This is required because it creates unequal sampling fractions due to the 
diversity of the strata (Black, 1999; Bryman, 2012). The researcher identified four strata 
categories for the needs of the present study, according to the classification and 
methodology for classifying large data sets, regarding business sectors of the European 
economy by the NACE (Eurostat, 2016).  
The first category includes the identification of the Greek Ionian Islands SMEs, taking 
each one separately (Per Island). The second category covers the rural and urban areas 
SMEs discrimination in every island (Per Area). The third category includes the SMEs 
per business sector of origin (Per Business Sector of Origin), and, finally, the fourth 
category includes the SMEs’ allocation per business sector’s contribution to the Ionian 
Islands GDP (Per Business Sector Percentage on the Ionian Islands GDP). Table 4.4 
depicts the strata used for the sample’s formulation (Business sector, Island, Area, etc.). 
It can also be observed, the SMEs’ population in the Ionian Islands region (29.143 SMEs), 
the sample (usable) size (209 SMEs) as well as the SMEs’ allocation per strata that 
included in the research’s sample.  
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 Sample per Strata Analysis (Sample size = 209 SMEs) 
 
Source: Survey's Questionnaires 2013-2014 
 
 
The SMEs’ participation percentage in the final sample per business sector compared 
with that of the business sector’s contribution to the Ionian Islands GDP is very close, as 
is shown in table 4.5. The outcome after these tables analysis is that the sample meets all 
necessary requirements to be considered as a random representative stratified sample, 
capable of providing reliable results for the target population (Greek Ionian Islands 
SMEs). Figures in Appendix E (8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 8.4 and 8.5) show each Ionian Island’s 
SMEs’ allocation per Business Sector of Origin. From an administrative point of view, 
Corfu and Paxos islands are an independent unit among Greek Ionian Islands.  
The target population for these islands is 13,706 SMEs (47.03% of the total target 
population), where 98 from different business sectors are included in the usable sample 
as depicted in Table 4.4. 
Urban 
areas
agricult 
areas
Urban 
areas
agricult 
areas
Urban 
areas
agricult 
areas
Urban 
areas
agricult 
areas
Urban 
areas
agricult 
areas
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Services     
(Scientific & 
Technical Activities, 
Insurance, Real 
Estate, Education, 
Public Health, 
News, 
Communication, 
Advertising etc.)
22.97% 8 15 5 8 2 3 2 3 1 1
5 Constructions 2.39% 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 Manufacturing 7.66% 3 4 1 3 1 1 1 1 0 1
6 Agricult., Fisheries 2.87% 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0
35 Tourism - Hospital 16.75% 7 10 3 6 2 3 1 2 0 1
61 Retail 29.19% 10 19 7 10 3 4 3 3 1 1
14 Wholesale 6.70% 2 4 1 3 1 1 1 1 0 0
10 Transportation 4.78% 2 3 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 0
14 Other 6.70% 2 4 1 2 1 2 1 1 0 0
209 100.00% 37 61 20 35 11 16 10 13 2 4
POPULATION SIZE (IONIAN ISLANDS SMES IN TOTAL)         =   29,143 SMEs
SAMPLE (REPRESENTATIVE RANDOM STRATIFIED) SIZE   =        209 SMEs
2.95%
Number 
of 
SMEs
Business Sector
Sample's 
Percentage 
Corfu & Paxos 
Islands
Zante Island
Cephallonia & 
Ithaka Islands
Lefkada Island Cythera Island
SMEs AllocationPer Ionian Island (%) 46.89% 26.32% 12.92% 11.00%
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 Target Population & Sample SMEs Percentage Allocation per 
Business Sector of Origin According to A10 Nace Rev. 2 Classification 
Business Sectors Per Origin According A10 Nace 
Rev. 2 
Target 
Population 
(SMEs  = 
29.143) 
Sample 
size 
 (SMEs 
=209) 
A A Agriculture, Forestry, Fishery 1,83% 2,87% 
B,C,D,E     
B Mines     
6,30% 7,66% 
C Manufacturing   
D Power     
E Water Supply etc.   
F F Constructions   4,11% 2,39% 
G,H,I 
G Wholesale and Retail 
57,83% 57,42% H Transportation   
I Tourism - Hospitality 
K,L,M,N,O 
K News - Communication 
12,26% 10,05% 
L Financial - Insurance 
M Real Estate   
N Scientific & Techn. Activities 
O Administative & Other Activities 
P,Q,R 
P Public Administr., Defence 
3,18% 3,35% Q Education   
R Health, Social Care 
S,T,U,V 
S Art, Entertainment 
14,49% 16,26% 
T Other Service Activities 
U Household Activities 
V Organizations Activities 
Total 100,00% 100,00% 
Source: EL. STAT (statistics.gr), Survey Questionnaires 2013-2014 
 
Zante’s target population is 7,656 SMEs (26.27% of the total target population) 55 of 
them from different business sectors are included in the usable sample (Table 4.4). 
Cephalonia and Ithaca islands are also, by an administrative point of view, an independent 
unit among Greek Ionian Islands. The target population for these islands amounts to 3,787 
SMEs (12.99% of the total target population), 27 of them from different business sectors 
are included in the usable sample, as depicted in Table 4.4. Lefkada’s target population 
amounts to 3,125 SMEs (10.72% of the total target population) 23 of them from different 
business sectors are included in the usable sample. Finally, Cythera’s target population 
amounts to 869 SMEs (2.98% of the total target population), 6 of which are from different 
business sectors, and are included in the usable sample as depicted in Table 4.4. 
Furthermore, it is worthy of note that the sample’s SMEs choice was obtained by the use 
of a random numbers’ generator based on each island’s official local chamber lists of the 
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existing SMEs. The Turnaround Situation Severity varies among them as some of them 
have already filed for article 99 of the bankruptcy law protection. 
 
4.4 Statistical Analysis Methodology 
The data collected through the distributed questionnaires had to be analysed and 
interpreted. The present study followed a quantitative data analysis where the means used 
to measure the central tendency for the distributions’ score, while standard deviation used 
to measure the spread or how close the scores were centred around the mean. On the other 
hand, t-Test as well as Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were used for testing significant 
differences between means. The reason that ANOVA was preferred against MANOVA 
was that the ANOVA method includes only one dependent variable (as in the present 
study), while the MANOVA method includes multiple dependent variables. Finally, the 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients (R & R²) were used to show the strength 
of relationship between two variables.   
  
 Factor Analysis 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used in this study by the researcher for the 
development of the new measurement instruments, in order to reduce a large number of 
variables into fewer numbers of factors.  This technique extracts maximum common 
variance from all variables and puts them into a common score.  As an index of all 
variables, we can use this score for further analysis.  Factor analysis is a part of general 
linear model (GLM), and this method also makes several assumptions: there is a linear 
relationship, there is no multicollinearity, it includes relevant variables in the analysis, 
and there is a true correlation between variables and factors. Several methods are 
available, but for the needs of the present study Principle Component Analysis was used. 
 
 Reliability Analysis 
Reliability refers to the extent to which a scale produces consistent results, if the 
measurements are repeated a number of times. Reliability analysis is determined by 
obtaining the proportion of systematic variation in a scale, which can be done by 
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determining the association between the scores obtained from different administrations 
of the scale.  Thus, if the association in reliability analysis is high, the scale yields 
consistent results and is therefore reliable. For that purpose, the present study’s 
measurement instruments were subjected to a Cronbach’s alpha (coefficient alpha) 
reliability analysis. 
 
 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 
As a predictive analysis, multiple linear regression is used to explain the relationship 
between one dependent variable, and two or more, independent variables.  The 
independent variables can be continuous or categorical. Adding independent variables to 
a multiple linear regression model will always increase the amount of explained variance 
in the dependent variable (expressed by the correlation coefficient as R²).  Multiple 
Regression Analysis can be used for the following reasons: 
• To identify the strength of the effect that the independent variables have on the 
dependent variable  
• To forecast effects or impacts of changes.  
• To predicts trends and future values.   
As a predictive analysis, Multiple Linear Regression Analysis, is ideal for interpreting the 
formulated relationships of the study’s research model and this was the reason that it is 
preferred.  The form that the present study used was that of one dependent and two or 
more independent variables or predictors. 
 
4.5 Research Methodology Design 
Concerning Turnaround Strategies adopted by SMEs in order to cope with the global 
economic crisis, retrenchment strategies have been identified according to several 
research approaches conducted both in global settings and individual countries, such as 
Greece (Cao and Huang, 2012; Giacosa and Mazzoleni, 2012; Ho et al., 2010; 
Koufopoulos et al., 2010; Li et al., 2011; Tambunan, 2010; Tikici et al., 2011). So far, 
research efforts have focused mostly on the SME’s survival during the economic crisis 
(Cao and Huang, 2012; Giacosa and Mazzoleni, 2012; Ho et al., 2010; Li et al., 2011; 
Pasanen, 2003; Tambunan, 2010; Tikici et al., 2011), while the impact of the SMEs’ 
adopted Turnaround Strategy Mix on their economic performance has also been 
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examined in some of them. Taking into consideration the international methodology 
approaches (Cao and Huang, 2012; Giacosa and Mazzoleni, 2012; Ho et al., 2010; Li et 
al., 2011; Pasanen, 2003; Tambunan, 2010; Tikici et al., 2011), as well as the specific 
methodology approach for the needs of the present study, the steps of the empirical 
research could be determined as follows (new steps in my research are in italics), while 
the research methodology design is depicted in figure 4.1. 
1. Research question formulation. 
2. Existing Turnaround Literature overview. 
3. Exploration of different possibilities of strategic adaptation included in the 
Turnaround Strategy Mix.  
4. Research Hypotheses formulation based on the existing theory.  
5. Research Model formulation based on the Research Hypotheses. 
6. Research Methodology Design (Research Methodology choice for the research 
question). 
7. Questionnaire survey formulation.  
8. The Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) for the appropriate 
data collection introduced.  
9. The Perceived Performance Measurement Instrument for the appropriate data 
collection introduced.  
10. The Perceived Present Viability Measurement Instrument for the appropriate data 
collection introduced.  
11. Definition of geographical research area, as well as the determination of the 
SMEs’ population, along with the research’s variables selection. 
12. Final database creation based on the collected questionnaire surveys during the 
period October 2013 to February 2014. 
13. Sample Analysis. 
14. Sample’s composition examination compared with the Ionian Islands GDP 
composition. 
15. Sample’s characteristics description. 
16. Descriptive analysis of variables. 
17. Testing of new measurement instruments for reliability, validity and internal 
consistency using Exploratory Factor Analysis. 
18. Testing Research Hypotheses with the use of multiple linear regression analysis. 
19. Identification of performance configuration. 
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20. Identification of viability configuration  
21. Variables’ relationships definition relating SMEs’ performance and viability 
22. Results interpretation. 
 
 Research Methodology Design 
 
Source: By the author 
 
A quantitative research method approach was followed for the needs of the present study. 
Published and tested measurement instruments (scales) were included in the questionnaire 
designed for this research, to be distributed to the sample that would be formulated, based 
on the Ionian Islands SMEs population (Ionian islands SMEs in total=29,143). New 
measurement instruments (scales) were also included in the questionnaire that introduced 
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by the researcher (Appendix D), which had already been tested and published, in order to 
evaluate the impact of the Turnaround Strategies adopted by the Ionian Islands SMEs, on 
their performance and viability (Parginos, 2015a; Parginos, 2015b). 
 
4.6 Conclusions 
Three substantial axes were the main purpose of this chapter: The first was to analyse the 
existing literature concerning all methodology research approaches, and, furthermore, to 
evaluate the existing research methods taking into consideration the research’s results 
reliability and validity in order to reach safe and reliable conclusions on the target 
population. For the needs of this empirical study, the researcher chose to adopt a 
quantitative research method approach.  
The second axe was to create a reliable random representative stratified sample, focusing 
on the SMEs from a specific geographical Greek area that has been experiencing the 
symptoms of deep economic recession for seven consecutive years, since 2008. The 
sample’s formulation was based exclusively on scientific statistical methods since with 
some difficulty admittedly identified the Greek Ionian Islands region SMEs target 
population which amounts to 29,143 SMEs. Then, the researcher identified the four strata, 
as analysed in section 4.3, within which the final sample had to be allocated. The usable 
sample size of 209 SMEs amounts to approximately 0.72% of the target population. The 
usable sample size for the needs of this empirical study meets all the required statistical 
tests, and, therefore, is considered to be sufficient, representative and reliable.  
The third axe was the research data collection instrument. A close type questionnaire was 
finally chosen for the needs of this study (Appendix A). As the researcher had to 
overcome problems of gathering data concerning the adopted Turnaround Strategies by 
the SMEs, three new prototype measurement instruments (scales) were introduced. 
Furthermore, the identification of those factors that affect the adopted Turnaround 
Strategies by the Ionian Islands SMEs, requires the use of scales tested and published. 
For that purpose, the tested and published measurement instruments utilized in the present 
study’s questionnaire were: SME's Manager and/or Owner Profile measurement 
instruments, Organizational Variables measurement instruments, and, finally, 
Turnaround Strategies measurement instruments. 
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Chapter 5. Results 
5.1 Introduction 
The research results presentation is the aim of this chapter. These results are mainly the 
reliability analysis results of the employed instruments during the pilot and final study, 
as well as the multiple linear regression analysis outcome, showing the relationship(s) 
between the variables, as nominated by the research model presented in the previous 
chapter and the way they influence the SMEs’ performance and viability. 
This relationship’s confirmation, or not, between the independent and the dependent 
variables of the research model, using linear multiple regression analysis, and, 
furthermore, the interpretation of this relationship, is analysing in detail through the 
results’ presentation in this chapter. Particular importance must be paid to the presentation 
on the results relating to the adopted Turnaround Strategies, whose measure was achieved 
with the use of a new measurement instrument, the TSMI, presented in detail in chapter 
4, that was developed and introduced by the researcher for that purpose. This was the first 
time that these two measurement instruments were used in the relevant research field, 
thus, contributed to the present study’s originality. Hence, the survey results were found 
with the use of published scales and methods whose reliability was measured with very 
good results under the Cronbach’s alpha analysis, based on a final sample of 209 Ionian 
Islands SMEs statistically processed. 
These processed collected data, through the distributed questionnaire, pointed out the 
factors affecting the adopted Turnaround Strategies, which, in turn, have a significant 
impact on the SMEs’ performance and viability. 
The research’s results presentation begins by examining the participants’ personal 
characteristics involved in the final sample of 209 Ionian Islands SMEs with the use of 
descriptive statistics.  
In turn, the characteristics of the variables that consist the seven research hypotheses are 
presented and analysed according to the suggested research model. The acceptance, or 
rejection, of research hypotheses based on multiple linear regression analysis, and 
furthermore, on ANOVA and Coefficient analysis, is the main object of this presentation. 
Each multiple regression analysis suggests the final equation that explains the relationship 
between the model variables. 
154 
5.2 Reliability Analysis 
As presented in Section 3.7, the study’s analysis has been conducted with the help of a 
series of multi-item scales used to calculate composite scores for each variable. Aiming 
to assess each scale’s reliability, as well as its suitability for measuring the target 
variables, the researcher proceeded to calculate each scale’s Cronbach Alpha (Carmines 
and Zeller, 1989). The reliability analysis is essential for the correct calculation of the 
variables composite scores. In order for this calculation to be meaningful, the scale has to 
achieve an acceptable level of reliability, as described by Robson (2002). 
The range of Cronbach’s Alpha score is between 0 and 1, while the higher the score the 
more reliable the scale is. As Carmines and Zeller (1989) summarised, Cronbach’s Alpha 
score can be categorised according to the following rules: 
If Cronbach’s Alpha is >= 0.9, then the scale is characterised by Excellent Reliability 
If Cronbach’s Alpha is < 0.9 and >= 0.8, then the scale is characterised by Good 
Reliability. 
If Cronbach’s Alpha is < 0.8 and >= 0.7, then the scale is characterised by Acceptable 
Reliability. 
If Cronbach’s Alpha is < 0.7 and >= 0.6, then the scale is characterised by Marginally 
Acceptable Reliability (Questionable Reliability). 
Finally, if Cronbach’s Alpha is < 0.6, then the scale is characterised as Unreliable 
(Unacceptable Reliability). 
Carmines and Zeller (1989) also supported that the 0.7 cut–off point for Cronbach’s 
Alpha can be used as an accepted standard of reliability, and the researcher can use it to 
eliminate unreliable items from his/ her scale or re-examine the entire scale. The ultimate 
goal of a Reliability Analysis is to ensure the scale has the maximum possible Cronbach’s 
Alpha, by allowing the correct combination of items on the scale. 
Beyond the pilot test, a Reliability Analysis was conducted for the finalized results of the 
questionnaires, regarding the Instruments’ Cronbach’s Alpha rating. In table 5.1, for the 
final test, there were more scales marked with Excellent Reliability, and fewer items had 
to be removed for the questionnaire to have acceptable Reliability. However, two scales 
were reduced to just Marginally Acceptable Reliability, which could not be further 
corrected, since the removal of any other item did not increase their Reliability. In 
155 
addition to the individual Reliability of the several factors in each scale, the entire scales 
were also tested for reliability and produced good results. 
In conclusion, the questionnaire was found to have an Acceptable Reliability, both in the 
pilot test and the final test, without needing many items removed. Thus, the Reliability of 
the scales allows the researcher to use the composite scores to analyse the results of the 
study.  
The results of the final Reliability Analysis for the instruments are presented respectively 
in table 5.1. 
 
5.3 Descriptive Statistics 
 
The researcher, as mentioned in Section 5.1, used a closed type questionnaire in order to 
collect the necessary data for the needs of the present study. This part of the study is 
dedicated to the collected data’s analysis of frequencies. The reason that frequencies 
analysis had to be performed, was to draw a number of useful conclusions concerning the 
sample’s characteristics and their scores to the factors, affecting the utilization of 
Turnaround Strategies adopted by the Greek SMEs during economic depression 
circumstances, and their effects on its performance and viability. The analysis of 
frequencies was performed with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
on a final research sample of 209 Greek SMEs from the Ionian Islands region. The 
formulated sample was based on the stratified random sampling methodology. The 
sample included SMES from the Ionian Islands region of Greece and from a variety of 
business sectors, as well as from urban, suburban and rural areas. So the formulated 
sample size included 550 participants (SMEs), while the respondents were 209 SMEs 
which means that a response rate of 38% was accomplished.  
Descriptive statistics employed for summarizing and organizing the collected data so as  
their characteristics to be easily understood. To that purpose, the respondents’ personal 
profile characteristics are presented in the beginning, followed by the responses analysis 
per instrument (scale) of the respondents. So, from the total of 209 respondents, 209 valid 
responses were collected for Gender, Level of Studies, MBA, Years of Experience, 
Employee number and Export Activity questions. 
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 Results of the final Reliability Analysis 
 
Reliability
Assessment
Personal Initiative (Frese and Fay, 2001; Frese et al., 1997) 0.786 6 Acceptable
Generalized Self Scale (Schwartzer and Hallum, 2008) 0.861 10 Good
The Generic Job Satisfaction (Macdonald & MacIntyre, 1997) 0.791 10 Acceptable
0.770 4 Acceptable
0.884 4 Good
Entrepreneurial Intensity (Gundry and Welsch, 2001) 0.851 8 Good
0.684 6
Marginally 
Accepted
0.819 10 Good
0.711 7 Acceptable
0.901 5 Excellent
0.883 11 Good
0.792 8 Acceptable
0.808 5 Good
0.903 7 Excellent
0.938 36 Excellent
Perceived Competition (Dedman and Lennox, 2009) 0.653 3
Marginally 
Accepted
0.952 21 Excellent
0.870 14 Good
0.867 8 Good
0.806 9 Good
0.979 7 Excellent
0.913 6 Excellent
0.914 3 Excellent
0.911 4 Excellent
SME Performance (Roach, 2011) 0.926 7 Excellent
0.971 9 Excellent
0.878 5 Good
0.950 6 Excellent
0.857 7 Good
0.756 6 Acceptable
0.801 5 Good
0.945 5 Excellent
Perceived Current Viability (Original) 0.948 34 Excellent
0.813 5 Good
0.955 6 Excellent
0.840 7 Good
0.812 6 Good
0.806 5 Good
0.956 5 Excellent
0.960 34 Excellent
Adaptive Cognition (Factor 1) (Haynie and Sepherd, 2009)
Adaptive Cognition (Factor 2) (Haynie and Sepherd, 2009)
Adaptive Cognition (Factor 3) (Haynie and Sepherd, 2009)
Adaptive Cognition (Factor 4) (Haynie and Sepherd, 2009)
Adaptive Cognition (Factor 5) (Haynie and Sepherd, 2009)
Perceived Future Viability - Capital Adequacy (Original)
Perceived Future Viability - Production Capacity (Original)
Perceived Future Viability - Market Position (Original)
Perceived Future Viability - Financial Performance (Original)
Perceived Future Viability - (Original)
Perceived Current Viability - Capital Adequacy (Original)
Perceived Current Viability - Production Capacity (Original)
Perceived Current Viability - Market Position (Original)
Perceived Current Viability - Financial Performance (Original)
Perceived Future Viability - Human Resources (Original)
Perceived Future Viability - Capital Goods (Original)
Turnaround Strategies - Innovation (Original)
SME Performance (Factor 1) (Roach, 2011)
SME Performance (Factor 2) (Roach, 2011)
Export Orientation (Original)
Perceived Current Viability - Human Resources (Original)
Perceived Current Viability - Capital Goods (Original)
Adaptive Cognition (Haynie and Shepherd, 2009)
Financial Crisis Effect on SME's (Lopez et al., 2012)
Turnaround Strategies - Investment vs Retrenchment (Original)
Turnaround Strategies - Organizational Change (Original)
Turnaround Strategies - Market Strategies (Original)
Turnaround Strategies - Export Strategies (Original)
Excellent
Entrepreneurial Intensity (Factor 1) (Gundry & Welsch, 2001)
Entrepreneurial Intensity (Factor 2) (Gundry & Welsch, 2001)
Need for Achievement (Smith, 1973)
Locus of Control (Mueller and Thomas, 2000)
Innovativeness (Mueller and Thomas, 2000)
Scale / Instrument
Cronbach's 
Alpha
Number 
of Items
General Risk Propensity in Multifaceted Business Decisions 
(Hung and Tangpong, 2010) 
0.922 10
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For Age and Relationship with the Company there were 208 respondents, for the 
Educational Background there were 207, for the Monthly Income there were 206, while 
for the Number of Sub-units there were 110. 
 
 Gender 
 Gender 
 
Frequency Percent (%) 
Valid 
Percent (%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 Male 164 78.5 78.5 78,5 
Valid Female 45 21.5 21.5 100.0 
 Total 209 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 5.2, presents the relative percentages of the respondents’ gender, 21.53% (valid 
percentage) of the respondents were female, and the remaining 78.47% were male. 
According to the table’s frequency, the vast majority of the SMEs’ owners/managers 
respondents were male.  
 
 Age 
 Age 
 
Frequency Percent (%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 17-25 5 2.4 2.4 2.4 
 26-35 59 28.2 28.4 30.8 
Valid 36-45 52 24.9 25 55.8 
 46-55 50 23.9 24 79.8 
 56 or 42 20.1 20.2 100.0 
 more     
 Total 208 99.5 100  
Missing  1 0.5   
Total  209 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 5.3, presents the relative percentages of the respondents’ age showing that the 
majority of the respondents (valid percentage) were ages from 17 – 45 years old, while 
the largest portion was between the ages of 26 – 35 (28.2%) and 36 – 45 (24.9%) years 
age, respectively. 
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 Level of Studies 
 Level of Studies 
 
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 Up to Highschool 44  21.1 21.1 21.1 
 Technical 53  25.4 25.4 46.4 
 Bachelor 84 40.2 40.2 86.6 
Valid Master 26 12.4 12.4 99.0 
 Ph. D 1  0.5 0.5 99.5 
 Other 1  0.5 0.5 100.0 
 Total 209 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 5.4 depicts that 112 out of 209 (53.60%) of the respondents are holders of a 
Bachelor’s, Master’s or a PhD degree, which means that they have the required 
possibilities for absorbing Adaptive Cognition (Haynie 2009), as well as a better 
perception of taking risks (Hung and Tangpong, 2010). 
 
 Educational Background (Studies Orientation) 
 Educational Background (Studies Orientation) 
 
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid 
Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent 
(%) 
 Legal 2 1.0 1.0 1.0 
 Economics/Managem 65 31.1 31.4 32.4 
 IT/New Technologies 13 6.2 6.3 38.6 
 Medical/Paramedical 9 4.3 4.3 43.0 
 Classical 3 1.4 1.4 44.4 
Valid Positive Sciences 16 7.7 7.7 52.2 
 Polytechnic 12 5.7 5.8 58.0 
 Technological 31 14.8 15.0 72.9 
 General Education 33 15.8 15.9 88.9 
 Other 23 11.0 11.1 100.0 
 Total 207 99.0 100.0  
Missing  2 1.0   
Total  209 100.0   
 
Table 5.5 depicts the respondents’ educational background (Studies orientation), as well 
as the times observed per types or level of education with the relative percentages in the 
target population.  The largest portion was from Economics/management field (31.1%) 
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which means that the respondents have the required potential for absorbing Adaptive 
Cognition (Haynie 2009), as well as a better risk-taking perception (Hung and Tangpong, 
2010). 
 
The presentation of the respondents’ personal profile characteristics such as gender, age, 
level of studies, educational background etc., has not only to do with the results derived 
after a statistical process with the use of SPSS, but also with the need to define and 
understand the relevance between them and the study’s factors, such as Adaptive 
Cognition as well as Risk Propensity.  
Of particular interest in this study’s purpose, is the respondents’ educational background, 
as it relates to their business management ability, as well as to their ability to adopt 
specific Turnaround Strategies in their business, if necessary. While the respondents’ 
educational background is essential for managing business, a higher educational level, 
and especially an MBA degree, would be desirable for people (owners or managers) that 
lead SMEs.  
 
 MBA 
 MBA  
  
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
  No 190 90.9 90.9 90.9 
            
  Yes 19 9.1 9.1 100.0 
            
Valid Total 209 100.0 100.0   
 
Table 5.6 confirms that only a small portion of the participants (9.1%) are MBA degree 
holders, a personal profile characteristic that could be characterized as a privilege, 
especially when a diagnosis of a Turnaround Situation Severity is crucial for a successful 
Turnaround Process. On the other hand, the business sector’s competition intensity 
knowledge, for those SMEs’ owners or managers due to their business experience or 
educational level are able to diagnose as quickly as possible this situation, is an important 
and requirement “privilege” for business adaptivity.   
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 Years of Experience 
 Years of Experience 
 
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 Up to five 16 7.7 7.7 7.7 
 6 - 10  33 15.8 15.8 23.4 
 11 - 15 30 14.4 14.4 37.8 
 16 - 20 24 11.5 11.5 49.3 
 21 - 25 32 15.3 15.3 64.6 
 26 - 30 23 11,00 11,00 75.6 
 31 - 35 18 8.6 8.6 84.2 
 35 and up 33 15.8 15.8 100.0 
Valid Total 209 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 5.7 reflects the years of experience that the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs’ 
owners/managers and employees operate their business within the specific business 
sector. As the vast majority of them (86.5% - table 5.8) are owners and co-owners, the 
importance of this work experience can be easily understood. On the other hand, as their 
personal profile characteristics play a crucial role in the present study, the usefulness of 
descriptive statistics in order to understand these characteristics is equally important.  
 
 Relationship with the Company 
 Relationship with the Company 
 
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid 
Percent (%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 Employee 27 12.9 13.0 13,00 
 
Employee with 
bonus on 
profits 
1 0.5 0.5 13.5 
 Co-owner 55 26.3 26.4 39.9 
 Owner 125 59.8 60.1 100.0 
Valid Total 208 99.5 100.0  
Missing  1 0.5   
Total  209 100.0   
 
The Greek SMEs’ organizational level and structure, has been described and analysed by 
several researchers (Avlonitis & Salavou, 2007; Salavou & Lioukas, 2003; Spanos et al., 
2004) in an attempt to identify the key features of those SMEs. Table 5.8 shows, 180 out 
of 209 respondents stated owners (125), or co-owners (55), in their relationship with the 
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company which also reflects their business organizational level, while only 28 out of 209 
stated Employees, or Employees with bonus on profit. According to the Foundation of 
Economic and Industrial Researches (F.E.I.R), the Greek entrepreneur identified as the 
SME owner/manager.   
 
 Monthly Income 
 Monthly Income 
 
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 Up to 1200€ 69 33.0 33.5 33.5 
 1201 - 1700€ 36 17.2 17.5 51.0 
 1701 - 2200€ 21 10.0 10.2 61.2 
 2201 - 2700€ 14 6.7 6.8 68.0 
 2701 - 3200€ 22 10.5 10.7 78.6 
 3201 - 4200€ 16 7.7 7.8 86.4 
 4201 - 5200€ 11 5.3 5.3 91.7 
 More than 5200€ 17 8.1 8.3 100.0 
Valid Total 206 98.6 100.0  
Missing  3 1.4   
Total Total 209 100.0   
 
According to Spanos et al., (2004), the organizational level and structure of Greek SMEs 
is strongly related to their size, which in turn, has a significant impact and determines the 
degree that SMEs have been affected by the economic crisis. The respondents’ monthly 
income, as wel as their relationship with the company, is a criterion for the organizational 
level of those SMEs. 
 
 Employee Number 
 Employee Number 
 
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 Up to 5 118 56.5 56.5 56.5 
 6 - 10 58 27.8 27.8 84.3 
 11 - 25 21 10.0 10.0 94.3 
 26 - 50 6 2.9 2.9 97.1 
 51 - 100 4 1.9 1.9 99.0 
 More than 100 2 1.0 1,00 100.0 
Valid Total 209 100.0 100.0  
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The employee number as well as the number of sub-units are determinant factors 
regarding the SME size. As mentioned in Section 2.2, the main business type of the 
enterprises that operate in Greece is primarily the small-sized business type (micro SMEs) 
which employs up to 10 employees.  
 
 Number of Sub-units 
 Number of Sub-units 
 
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
 1 70 33.5 63.6 63.6 
 2 - 3 31 14.8 28.2 91.8 
Valid 4 - 5 1 0.5 0.9 92.7 
 More than 5 8 3.8 7.3 100.0 
 Total 110 52.6 100.0  
Missing  99 47.4   
Total  209 100.0   
 
Table 5.10 confirms that the vast majority of the respondents (56.5%) are SMEs that 
employ up to 5 employees, while table 5.11 also confirms that 70 out of 110 respondents 
stated one (1) Sub-unit for their business.  
 
 Export Activity 
 Export Activity 
  
Frequency 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent (%) 
  No 121 57.9 57.9 57.9 
  Yes 88 42.1 42.1 100.0 
Valid Total 209 100.0 100.0   
 
According to Kotsios and Mitsios (2013), the SME size is positively related with the 
SME’s export orientation profile. From this point of view, the SME size is quite relevant 
to the purposes of the present study. Table 5.12 shows that 88 out of 209 respondents 
(42.1%) stated that their business has export activity (Export oriented SMEs). Export 
orientation, as a part of Market Strategies, plays a crucial role for the SMEs’ Performance 
and Viability. This present study investigates the impact of specific Turnaround Strategies 
(Market Strategies are included) on the SMEs’ performance and viability. 
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5.4   Risk Propensity 
Risk Propensity is calculated by averaging the nine items that are included in the Risk 
Propensity Scale. As explained in the methodology chapter (Moore & Mc Cabe, 2002), 
the missing values treatment for every item’s distribution was replaced by the Median of 
the respective item’s distribution. The reason the Median was preferred instead of the 
Mean was that the replacement value had to be an integer. 
 Prior to this calculation, the researcher had to undertake the following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of the nine items of the Risk 
Propensity scale. The missing values were replaced in order to prepare the 
data for the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis. According to Carmines & 
Zeller (1989), when the data include missing values the Cronbach’s Alpha test 
is not robust. 
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items distribution with the replaced missing values. 
The Risk Propensity scale showed acceptable reliability for all nine items (Cronbach’s 
Alpha = 0.706), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of the average Risk 
Propensity score. Due to the scale’s, acceptable reliability, the nine items were averaged 
in order to calculate the respondents’ Risk Propensity score. The missing values have 
been replaced in order to get the new items distribution that it was used for the average’s 
calculation. The average Risk Propensity score does not have to be an integer since it is 
now disconnected from the original Hung and Tangpong Scale used by the respondents’ 
to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number (Friedman et al., 2007).  
 
 Risk Propensity 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 4.8694 
Median 4.8 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation 1.24604 
Variance 1.553 
Skewness -0.051 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis -0.81 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1.8 
Maximum 7 
164 
For practical reasons, the Risk Propensity Score was limited up to two decimal places. As 
seen in Figure 5.1, Risk Propensity is very close to the Gaussian (Normal) distribution 
model. This was also expected due to the near identical values of the distribution’s Mean, 
Median (mainly) and Mode (Friedman et al., 2007). Results showed that the set of 
measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around the central tendency’s scores 
(Mean=4.87, Median=4.80), while the variability’s score (SD=1.25) is relatively low. 
These results confirmed that the risk-taking trend by the respondents is relatively high. 
 
 Distribution for the Risk Propensity 
 
 
 
5.5 Adaptive Cognition 
Adaptive Cognition is calculated by averaging the thirty-six items that are included in the 
Adaptive Cognition Scale. Prior to this calculation, the researcher had to undertake the 
following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of the thirty-six items of the 
Adaptive Cognition scale. The missing values were replaced in order to 
prepare the data for the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items distribution with the replaced missing values. 
The Adaptive Cognition scale showed good reliability for all thirty-six items (Cronbach’s 
Alpha = 0.843), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of the average Adaptive 
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Cognition score. Due to the scales good reliability the thirty-six items were averaged in 
order to calculate the respondents’ Adaptive Cognition score. The average Adaptive 
Cognition score does not have to be an integer since it is now disconnected from the 
original Haynie & Shepherd (2009) scale used by the respondents’ to rate the separate 
items; instead, it is now a clean number (Friedman et al., 2007). For practical reasons, the 
Adaptive Cognition score was limited up to two decimal places. 
 
 Adaptive Cognition 
 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 5.7481 
Median 5.75 
Mode 5.69 
Std. Deviation 0.67608 
Variance 0.457 
Skewness -0.741 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis 
1.425 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 3.19 
Maximum 7 
 
As seen in Figure 5.2, Adaptive Cognition is almost a Gaussian (Normal) distribution 
model.  This was also expected due to the near identical values of the distribution’s Mean, 
Median and Mode (Friedman et al., 2007).  
 
 Distribution for the Adaptive Cognition 
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Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=5.75, Median=5.75) while the variability’s score 
(SD=0.68) is significantly low. These results confirmed that the potential for Adaptive 
Cognition by the respondents is high. 
 
5.6 Perceived Competition 
Perceived Competition is calculated by averaging the three items that are included in the 
Perceived Competition scale. Prior to this calculation, the researcher had to undertake the 
following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of the three items of the Perceived 
Competition scale.  The missing values were replaced in order to prepare the 
data for the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values. 
The Perceived Competition scale showed good reliability for all three items (Cronbach’s 
Alpha = 0.840), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of the average 
Perceived Competition score. Due to the scale’s good reliability, the three items were 
averaged in order to calculate the respondents’ Perceived Competition score.  
 
 Perceived Competition 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 31.069 
Median 32.222 
Mode 3.67 
Std. Deviation 0.6725 
Variance 0.452 
Skewness -0.47 
Std. Error of Skewness 
0.168 
Kurtosis -0.7 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1.44 
Maximum 4 
 
The average Perceived Competition score does not have to be an integer since it is now 
disconnected from the original Dedman and Lennox, (2009) scale used by the 
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respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number (Friedman et al., 
2007). For practical reasons, the Adaptive Cognition Score was limited up to two decimal 
places. 
 
 Distribution for Perceived Competition 
 
 
As seen in Figure 5.3, Perceived Competition is very close to the Gaussian (Normal) 
distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values of the distribution’s 
Mean and Median. The distribution presents a slight right slope which was expected due 
to the Median and Mode values being higher than the Mean value (Friedman et al., 2007).  
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=31.07, Median=32.22), while the variability’s score 
(SD=0.67) is significantly low. These results confirmed that the Perceived Competition 
by the respondents is high. 
 
5.7 Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Crisis Effect on SMEs is calculated by averaging the twenty-one items that are included 
in the Financial Crisis Effect on the SMEs’ scale. Prior to this calculation, the researcher 
had to undertake the following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of the twenty-one items of the 
Financial Crisis Effect on SMEs scale. The missing values were replaced in 
order to prepare the data for the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis.  
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b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values. 
 
The Financial Crisis Effect on SMEs scale showed excellent reliability for all twenty-one 
items (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.949), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of 
the average Financial Crisis Effect on SMEs’ score. Due to the scale’s excellent reliability 
the twenty-one items were averaged in order to calculate the respondents’ Financial Crisis 
Effect on the SME score. The average Financial Crisis Effect on SMEs score does not 
have to be an integer since it is now disconnected from the original Lopez et al., (2012) 
scale used by the respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number 
(Friedman et al., 2007). For practical reasons, the Financial Crisis Effect on SMEs’ score 
was limited up to two decimal places. 
 
 Crisis Effect on SMEs 
  
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 4.9517 
Median 5.952 
Mode 4.38a 
Std. Deviation 1.07805 
Variance 1.162 
Skewness -0.736 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis 1.076 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1.1 
Maximum 7 
  
 
As seen in Figure 5.4 the Crisis Effect on SMEs is very close to the Gaussian (Normal) 
distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values of the distribution’s 
Mean and Median. The distribution presents a slight right slope which was expected due 
to the Median and Mode values being higher than the Mean value (Friedman et al., 2007). 
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=4.95, Median=5.95), while the variability’s score 
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(SD=1.08) is low. These results confirmed that the perceived Crisis Effects on the SMEs 
by the respondents is high. 
 
 Distribution for Crisis Effect on SMEs 
 
 
5.8 Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment: vs Retrenchment was calculated by averaging the 
fourteen items that are included in the Turnaround Strategy Investment vs Retrenchment 
Scale. Prior to this calculation, the researcher had to undertake the following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of fourteen items of the Turnaround 
Strategy: Investment: vs Retrenchment scale, conducted in order to get the 
new items’ distribution were used for the average’s calculation.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
The Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment scale showed good reliability for 
all fourteen items (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.852), therefore, all of them are useful in the 
calculation of the average Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment score. Due 
to the scale’s good reliability the fourteen items were averaged in order to calculate the 
respondents’ Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment. The average 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment on the SMEs score does not have to 
be an integer (Friedman et al., 2007), since it is now disconnected from the original self-
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made scale used by the respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean 
number. For practical reasons, the Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
Score was limited up to two decimal places.  
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 3.7249 
Median 3.7857 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation 0.75535 
Variance 0.571 
Skewness -0.516 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis 1.241 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 5.71 
 
As seen in Figure 5.5, the Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment is almost a 
Gaussian (Normal) distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values 
of the distribution’s Mean and Median. The distribution presents a slight right slope which 
was expected due to the Median and Mode values being higher than the Mean value 
(Friedman et al., 2007).  
 
 Distribution for Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
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Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=3.72, Median=3.79), while the variability’s score 
(SD=0.76) is significantly low. These results confirmed that the possibility by the 
respondents of including a Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment in an 
adopted Turnaround Process is high. 
 
5.9 Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change was calculated by averaging the seven items 
that are included in the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change. Prior to this 
calculation, the researcher had to undertake the following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of seven items of the Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change scale, was conducted in order to get the new 
items’ distribution were used for the average’s calculation.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
Τhe Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change scale showed acceptable reliability for 
all seven items (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.734), therefore, all of them are useful in the 
calculation of the average Turnaround Strategy:  Organizational Change score. Due to the 
scale’s acceptable reliability the seven items were averaged in order to calculate the 
respondents’ Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change.  
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 4.2446 
Median 4.25 
Mode 3.25 
Std. Deviation 1.30114 
Variance 1.693 
Skewness 0.065 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis -0.396 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 7 
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The average Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change score does not have to be an 
integer since it is now disconnected from the original self-made scale used by the 
respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number (Friedman et al., 
2007). For practical reasons, the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change score was 
limited up to two decimal places. 
As seen in Figure 5.6, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change is almost a Gaussian 
(Normal) distribution model. This was also expected due to the near identical values of 
the distribution’s Mean, Median (mainly) and Mode (Friedman et al., 2007).  
 
 
 Distribution for Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
 
 
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=4.24, Median=4.25), while the variability’s score 
(SD=1.30) is low. These results confirmed that there is a strong possibility of the 
respondents initiating a Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change when encountering 
an organizational crisis, or of including this strategy in an adopted Turnaround Process. 
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5.10 Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, was calculated by averaging the two items that 
are included in the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. Prior to this calculation, the 
researcher had to undertake the following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of two items of the Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies scale was conducted in order to get the new items’ 
distribution which were used for the average’s calculation.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to measure the same variable consistently. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
The Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies scale showed acceptable reliability for all 
two items (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.723), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation 
of the average Turnaround Strategy:  Market Strategies. Due to the scale’s acceptable 
reliability the two items were averaged in order to calculate the respondents’ Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies. The average Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies score 
does not have to be an integer since it is now disconnected from the original self-made 
scale used by the respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number 
(Friedman et al., 2007). For practical reasons, the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
score was limited up to two decimal places. 
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 5.1764 
Median 5.375 
Mode 5.38a 
Std. Deviation 0.98633 
Variance 0.973 
Skewness -0.823 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis 1.283 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 7 
a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
 
As seen in Figure 5.7, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies is very close to the 
Gaussian (Normal) distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values 
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of the distribution’s Mean and Median. The distribution presents a slight right slope which 
was expected due to the Median and Mode values (Friedman et al., 2007) being higher 
than the Mean value. 
 
 Distribution for Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
 
 
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=5.18, Median=5.38) while the variability’s score 
(SD=0.99) is significantly low. These results confirmed that the possibility of the 
respondents of including a Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies in an adopted 
Turnaround Process is high. 
 
 
5.11 Turnaround Strategy: Export Orientation (Market Strategies) 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies was calculated by averaging the seven items that 
are included in the Turnaround Strategy: Export Strategies. Prior to this calculation, the 
researcher had to undertake the following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of the seven items of the Turnaround 
Strategy: Export Strategies scale was conducted in order to get the new items’ 
distribution which were used for the average’s calculation.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
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The Turnaround Strategy: Export Strategies scale showed excellent reliability for the 
seven items (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.954), therefore, all of them are useful in the 
calculation of the average Turnaround Strategy:  Export Strategies. Due to the scale’s 
excellent reliability the seven items were averaged in order to calculate the respondents’ 
Turnaround Strategy: Export Strategies. The average Turnaround Strategy: Export 
Strategies score does not have to be an integer (Friedman et al., 2007) since it is now 
disconnected from the original self-made scale used by the respondents’ to rate the 
separate items; instead, it is now a clean number. For practical reasons, the Turnaround 
Strategy: Export Strategies Score was limited up to two decimal places. 
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Export Strategy 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 3.6288 
Median 4 
Mode 1 
Std. Deviation 2.01817 
Variance 4.073 
Skewness 0.032 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis -1.439 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 7 
 
As seen in Figure 5.8, Turnaround Strategy: Export Strategies is very close to the 
Gaussian (Normal) distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values 
of the distribution’s Mean and Median. The distribution presents a slight left slope which 
was expected due to the Median higher value and Mode lower value than the Mean value 
(Friedman et al., 2007).  
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=3.63, Median=4.00) while the variability’s score 
(SD=2.02) is relatively high. These results confirmed that there is a relatively low 
possibility (42.1%). of the respondents following an export orientation.  
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 Distribution for Turnaround Strategy: Export Strategy 
 
 
5.12 Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation was calculated by averaging the six items that are 
included in the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. Prior to this calculation, the researcher 
had to undertake the following actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of the six items of the Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation scale was conducted in order to get the new items’ 
distribution which were used for the average’s calculation.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
The Turnaround Strategy: Innovation scale showed excellent reliability for the six items 
(Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.918), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of the 
average Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. Due to the scale’s excellent reliability, the six 
items were averaged in order to calculate the respondents’ Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation. The average Turnaround Strategy: Innovation score does not have to be an 
integer since it is now disconnected from the original self-made scale used by the 
respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number (Friedman et al., 
2007). For practical reasons, the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation score was limited up 
to two decimal places.  
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 Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 5.2608 
Median 5.5 
Mode 5.00a 
Std. Deviation 1.31047 
Variance 1.717 
Skewness -1.092 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis 1.297 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 7 
 
As seen in Figure 5.9, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation is very close to the Gaussian 
(Normal) distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values of the 
distribution’s Mean and Median. The distribution presents a slight right slope which was 
expected due to the Median value being higher than the Mean value (Friedman et al., 
2007).  
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=5.26, Median=5.5), while the variability’s score 
(SD=1.31) is relatively low. These results confirmed that the possibility of the 
respondents of including a Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies in an adopted 
Turnaround Process is high. 
 
 Distribution for Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
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5.13 Performance (Relative to Competition) 
Performance Relative to Competition was calculated by averaging the three items that are 
included in the Performance Relative to competition. Prior to this calculation, the 
researcher had to undertake the following actions: 
a. The replacement of missing values in any of three items of the Performance 
Relative to Competition scale was conducted in order to get the new items’ 
distribution which were used for the average’s calculation.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
Performance Relative to Competition scale showed good reliability for the three items 
(Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.876), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of the 
average Performance Relative to Competition. Due to the scale’s good reliability the three 
items were averaged in order to calculate the respondents’ Performance Relative to 
Competition. The average Performance Relative to Competition score does not have to 
be an integer since it is now disconnected from the Roach (2011) scale used by the 
respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number (Friedman et al., 
2007). For practical reasons, the Performance Relative to Competition score was limited 
up to two decimal places. 
 
 Performance (Relative to Competition) 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 4.4163 
Median 4.5 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation 1.25079 
Variance 1.564 
Skewness -0.257 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis -0.204 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 7 
 
As seen in Figure 5.10, Performance Relative to Competition is very close to the Gaussian 
(Normal) distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values of the 
distribution’s Mean and Median. The distribution presents a slight right slope which was 
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expected due to the Median value being higher than the Mean value (Friedman et al., 
2007).  
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=4.42, Median=4.5), while the variability’s score 
(SD=1.25) is relatively low. These results confirmed that the perception of the 
respondents regarding the positive impact of the proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix on 
the Ionian Islands SMEs’ performance (Relative to competition) is especially high. 
 
 Distribution for Performance Relative to Competition 
 
 
5.14 Viability (Present) 
Present Viability was calculated by averaging the five items that are included in the 
Present Viability. Prior to this calculation, the researcher had to undertake the following 
actions:  
a. The replacement of missing values in any of five items of the Performance 
Relative to Competition scale was conducted in order to get the new items’ 
distribution that were used for the average’s calculation.  
b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to measure the same variable consistently. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
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The Viability (present) scale showed acceptable reliability for the five items (Cronbach’s 
Alpha = 0.747), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of the average Present 
Viability. Due to the scale’s acceptable reliability the five items were averaged in order 
to calculate the respondents’ Present Viability. The average Present Viability score does 
not have to be an integer since it is now disconnected from the original self-made scale 
used by the respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is now a clean number 
(Friedman et al., 2007). For practical reasons, the Present Viability score was limited up 
to three decimal places. 
 
 Viability (Present) 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 4.9375 
Median 4.9706 
Mode 5,15 
Std. Deviation 0.78611 
Variance 0.618 
Skewness -0.174 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis -0.242 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 2.62 
Maximum 6.71 
 
As seen in the Figure 5.11, Present Viability is almost s Gaussian (Normal) distribution 
model. This was expected due to the near identical values of the distribution’s Mean and 
Median. The distribution presents a slight right slope which was expected due to the 
Median value being higher than the Mean value (Friedman et al., 2007). 
 
Results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=4.94, Median=4.97) while the variability’s score 
(SD=0.79) is low. These results confirmed that the perception of the respondents 
regarding the positive impact of the proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix on the Ionian 
Islands SMEs Viability (Present) is especially high. 
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 Distribution for Viability (Present) 
 
 
 
 
5.15 Loan to Equity Ratio 
Table 5.24 presents the relative percentages of the respondents’ Loan to Equity Ratio. 
 
 SMEs Loan to Equity Ratio 
 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
(%) 
Cumulative 
Percent 
(%) 
Valid 
Less than 1/1 142 67.9 67.9 67.9 
More than 1/1 and 
less than 2/1 
49 23.4 23.4 91.4 
More than 2/1 and 
less than 3/1 
14 6.7 6.7 98.1 
3/1 or more  4 1.9 1.9 100 
Total 209 100 100  
 
Loan to Equity Ratio was calculated by averaging the five items that are included in the 
Present Viability. Prior to this calculation, the researcher had to undertake the following 
actions: 
a. The replacement of missing values in any of five items of the Loan to Equity 
Ratio scale was conducted in order to get the new items’ distribution which 
were used for the average’s calculation.  
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b. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis was performed in order to assess the 
scales items’ ability to consistently measure the same variable. The performed 
analysis used the new items’ distribution with the replaced missing values.  
 
The Loan to Equity Ratio scale showed acceptable reliability for the five items 
(Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.747), therefore, all of them are useful in the calculation of the 
average Loan to Equity Ratio. Due to the scale’s good reliability the five items were 
averaged in order to calculate the respondents’ Loan to Equity Ratio. The average Loan 
to Equity Ratio score does not have to be an integer since it is now disconnected from the 
original self-made scale used by the respondents’ to rate the separate items; instead, it is 
now a clean number (Friedman et al., 2007).  
 
 
 SMEs Loan to Equity Ratio 
N 
Valid 209 
Missing 0 
Mean 1.4258 
Median 1 
Mode 1 
Std. Deviation 0.70404 
Variance 0.496 
Skewness 
1.685 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.168 
Kurtosis 2.426 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.335 
Minimum 1 
Maximum 4 
 
 
As seen in Figure 5.12, the Loan to Equity Ratio is close to the Gaussian (Normal) 
distribution model. This was expected due to the near identical values of the distribution’s 
Mean and Median. The distribution presents a left slope which was expected due to the 
Median value being lower than the Mean value (Friedman et al., 2007). 
 
The results showed that the set of measurements for that scale is evenly distributed around 
the central tendency’s scores (Mean=1.43, Median=1.00), while the variability’s score 
(SD=0.70) is relatively low. These results confirmed that the perception of the 
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respondents regarding the negative impact of the Loan to Equity Ratio on the Ionian 
Islands SMEs’ adopted Turnaround Strategies Mix is high. 
 
 SMEs Loan to Equity Ratio 
 
 
 
5.16 Regression Analysis 
The regression analysis is performed in order to verify all the variable relationships that 
appear and it can be seen in the hypothesized model. Multivariate Linear Regression 
Modelling was used in order to test each variable’s relationship in each step of the Model; 
the tests included multiple linear regression analysis. 
As seen in Table 3.2, the tested relationships (multiple linear regression results analysis 
are shown in table 5.61) under multiple linear regression analysis were: 
 
1. “SME size (Employee number, yearly turnover etc.)” and “Competition intensity 
are significant predictors of “Crisis effect on SME”, tested with multiple linear 
regression analysis. 
2. “Crisis Effect on SMEs”, “Excess Leverage (Loans/Private Capital)”, “Risk 
Propensity”, “Adaptive Cognition” and “Organizational Change” are significant 
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predictors of “Retrenchment Vs Investment”, tested with multiple linear 
regression analysis. 
3. “Risk Propensity” and “Adaptive Cognition” are significant predictors of 
“Organizational Change”, tested with multiple linear regression analysis. 
4. “Risk Propensity”, “Adaptive Cognition” and “Organizational Change”, are 
significant predictors of “Innovation”, tested with multiple linear regression 
analysis. 
5.  “Crisis Effect on SMEs”, “Adaptive Cognition”, “Organizational Change”, 
“Retrenchment Vs Investment” and “Innovation” are significant predictors of 
“Market Strategies”, tested with multiple linear regression analysis. 
6.  “Crisis Effect on SMEs”, “Market Strategies” and “Innovation” are significant 
predictors of “Performance relative to competition”, tested with multiple 
regression analysis.  
7. “Crisis Effect on SMEs”, “Market Strategies”, “Innovation” and “Performance 
relative to competition”, are significant predictors of “Present Viability” tested 
with multiple regression analysis. 
 
Hypothesis 1: “SME size (Employee number, yearly turnover etc.)” and “Competition 
intensity have a significant impact on Crisis Effect on SMEs (are significant predictors of 
“Crisis   Effect on SMEs”). 
 
 SME size and Competition intensity predict Crisis effect on SMEs 
 
 
         
         
  
 
      
         
         
         
         
         
         
This relationship includes one dependent variable (DV) and two predictors or 
independent (IV) Variables. The dependent variable is Crisis effect on SMEs and the 
independent variables are SME Size and Competition Intensity. A multiple linear 
regression analysis was conducted to test the verification of this relationship. 
185 
 Model Summary DV: Crisis Effect on SME IV: SME Size, 
Competition Intensity 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
estimate 
1 .293a .086 .077 1,03556 
 
Predictors: (Constant), SME Size (Employee Nr.), Competition intensity 
 
  
The calculated R of 0.293 indicates that there is a positive linear relationship between 
SME Size, Competition Intensity (predictors or independent variables or IVs) and Crisis 
effect on SME (dependent variable or DV). 
Since in multiple regression the R² score is inflated, researchers are encouraged to use the 
adjusted R² (Friedman et al., 2007). The adjusted R² =0.077 of the model indicates that 
7.7% of Crisis effect on SMEs variance is explained by the model. In order to assess the 
significance of these results a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. 
As the 5.27 ANOVA table indicates, there was a significant effect of SME Size, 
Competition Intensity on Crisis Effect on SMEs at the p<0.05 level for the three 
conditions [F (1.206) =9.709, p<0.000]. 
 
 ANOVA DV: Crisis Effect on SMEs IV: SME size, Competition 
Intensity 
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 20.823 2 10.412 9.709 
       
.000b 
Residual 220.912 206 1.072     
Total 241.735 208       
a.  Dependent Variable: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
b.  Predictors: (Constant), SME size (Employee Nr, etc.), Competition Intensity 
 
 
As indicated by the coefficients table 5.28: 
❖ There was a significant positive effect on Perceived Competition, [t (206) = 
2.531, p<0, 05]. 
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❖ Perceived Competition significantly predicted Crisis Effect on SMEs, [B=0.270, 
t (206) = 2.531, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the Perceived 
Competition score, the Crisis Effect on SME is expected to increase by 0.270. 
❖ There was a significant negative effect for SME Size, [t (206) = -3.671, p<0.05].  
SME Size significantly predicted Crisis Effect on SMEs, [B= -0.262, t (206) = -
3.671, p<0. 05]. For every 1-point increase on the SME Size score, the Crisis 
Effect on SME is expected to decrease by -0.262. The regression between 
Perceived Competition, SME Size and Crisis Effect on SMEs, without the 
inclusion of error estimation is the following: 
 
 
 Coefficients DV: Crisis Effect on SMEs IV: SME Size, Competition 
Intensity 
Model 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients T Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
                
1 (Constant) 4.554           0.357     12.744 0.000 
  Perceiv. Competition 0.270           0.107   0.169 2.531 0.012 
  SME Size             
  (Employees number) -0.262           0.071 -0.245 -3.671  0.0000 
                
a. Dependent Variable: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
 
 
 
[Crisis Effect on SMEs] = 0.270*[Perceived Competition] – 0.262*[SME Size] + 4.554. 
The constant coefficient is included in the regression line since it is significant in the 
p=<0. 05 level [t (206) = 12.744, p<0.05].  
 
The model also explained a significant proportion of the variance in Crisis Effect on 
SMEs, [adjusted R2 = 0.077, F (1.206) =9.709, p<0.05]. That means 7.70% of Crisis Effect 
on SMEs’ variance is explained by the predictor variables.  
 
Hypothesis 2: “Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change” and “Crisis Effect on 
SMEs”, and “Excessive Leverage” and “Risk Propensity” and “Adaptive Cognition” have 
a significant impact on “Turnaround Strategy Investment Vs Retrenchment (are 
significant predictors of “Turnaround Strategy Investment Vs retrenchment”). 
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This relationship includes one dependent variable (DV) as well as five predictors, or 
independent (IV) Variables. The dependent variable is Turnaround Strategy Investment 
Vs Retrenchment and the independent variables are Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Excess Leverage, Risk Propensity and Adaptive 
Cognition. A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to verify, or not, this 
relationship. 
 Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Excess Leverage, Risk Propensity and Adaptive Cognition predict 
Turnaround Strategy Investment Vs Retrenchment. 
 
 
         
         
         
         
        
         
         
        
         
        
         
        
         
         
         
         
         
        
         
 
 
 
 
 
 Model Summary DV: Turnaround Strategy Investment Vs 
Retrenchment IVs: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect 
on SMEs, Excess Leverage, Risk Propensity and Adaptive Cognition. 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
estimate 
1 .600a .360 .345 0.61153 
 
Predictors: (Constant), Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect on 
SMEs, Excess Leverage, Risk Propensity and Adaptive Cognition.  
 
 
The calculated R of 0.600 indicates that there is a positive linear relationship between 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Excess Leverage, 
IV: Turnaround Strategy 
Organizational Change 
IV: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
IV: Excessive Leverage 
(Loans/Private Capital) 
IV: Risk Propensity 
IV: Adaptive Cognition 
DV: Turnaround Strategy 
Investment Vs 
Retrenchment 
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Risk Propensity and Adaptive Cognition (predictors or independent variables or IVs) and 
Turnaround Strategy Investment Vs Retrenchment (dependent variable or DV). 
The adjusted R² of the model is 0.345 indicating that 34.50% of Turnaround Strategy 
Investment Vs Retrenchment is explained by the model. In order to assess the significance 
of these results a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. 
As the ANOVA table 5.30 indicates, there was a significant effect of Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Excess Leverage, Risk 
Propensity and Adaptive Cognition on Turnaround Strategy Investment Vs Retrenchment 
at the p<0.05 level for the six conditions [F (1.203) =22.868, p<0.000]. 
 
 ANOVA DV: Turnaround Strategy, Investment Vs Retrenchment 
IVs: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Excess Leverage, Risk Propensity and Adaptive Cognition 
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 42.759 5 8.552 22.868 
       
.000b 
Residual 75.916 203 0.374     
Total 118.676 208       
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy Investment Vs Retrenchment 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect 
on SMEs, Excessive Leverage, Risk Propensity and Adaptive Cognition 
 
As indicated by the coefficients table 5.31: 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, [t (203) = 2.051, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy Investment vs Retrenchment, 
[B=0.070, t (203) = 2.051, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change score, the Turnaround Strategy 
Investment vs Retrenchment score is expected to increase by 0.070. 
❖ There was a significant negative effect for Crisis Effect on SMEs, [t (203) = -
5.368, p<0.05]. Crisis Effect significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy 
Investment vs Retrenchment, [B=-0.213, t (203) = -5.368, p<0.05]. For every 1-
point increase on the Crisis Effect score, the Turnaround Strategy Investment vs 
Retrenchment is expected to decrease by 0.213. 
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 Coefficients DV: Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
IVs: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Excess Leverage, Risk Propensity and Adaptive Cognition 
Model 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients T Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
                
1 (Constant) 2.445 0.436     5.608 0.000 
  Turnaround Strategy             
  Organizational Change 0.070 0.034 0.121 2.051 0.042 
  Crisis Effect on SMEs -0.213 0.040 -0.304 -5.368 0.000 
  Excessive Leverage -0.138 0.063 -0.128 -2.171 0.031 
  Risk Propensity 0.164 0.038 0.271 4.297 0.000 
  Adaptive Cognition 0.249 0.070 0.223 3.576 0.000 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
 
 
❖ There was a significant negative effect for Excess Leverage, [t (203) = -2.171, 
p<0. 05]. Excess Leverage significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy 
Investment vs Retrenchment, [B=-0.138 t (203) = -2.171, p<0.05]. For every 
1point increase on the Excess Leverage score, the Turnaround Strategy 
Investment vs Retrenchment is expected to decrease by 0.138. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Risk Propensity, [t (203) = 4.297, p<0. 
05]. Risk Propensity significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy Investment vs 
Retrenchment, [B= 0.164, t (203) = 4.297, p<0.05]. For every 1point increase on 
the Risk Propensity score, the Turnaround Strategy Investment vs Retrenchment 
is expected to increase by 0.164. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Adaptive Cognition, [t (203) = 3.576, 
p<0.05]. Adaptive Cognition significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy 
Investment vs Retrenchment, [B= 0.249, t (203) = 3.576, p<0.05]. For every 1- 
point increase on the Adaptive Cognition score, the Turnaround Strategy 
Investment vs Retrenchment is expected to increase by 0.249.  
The regression between Organizational Change, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Excess Leverage, 
Risk Propensity, Adaptive Cognition and Turnaround Strategy, without the inclusion of 
error estimation is: 
[Turnaround Strategy Investment vs Retrenchment] = 0.070*[Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change] – 0.213*[Crisis Effect on SMEs] – 0.138*[Excess Leverage] + 
0.164*[Risk Propensity] + 0,249*[Adaptive Cognition] + 2.445.  
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The model also explained a significant proportion of the variance in Turnaround Strategy: 
Investment vs Retrenchment, [adjusted R2 = 0.345, F (1.204) =22.868, p<0.05]. That 
means 34.50% of Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment variance is 
explained by the predictor variables. The constant coefficient is included in the regression 
line since it is significant in the p=<0. 05 level [t (203) = 5.608, p<0.05]. 
 
Hypothesis 3: “Adaptive Cognition” and “Risk Propensity” are significant predictors of 
“Turnaround Strategy, Organizational Change”  
 
 SMEs’ Adaptive Cognition and Risk Propensity predict Turnaround 
Strategy, Organizational Change. 
 
       
 
 
         
         
         
         
         
         
 
 
This relationship includes one dependent variable (DV) and two predictors or 
independent (IV) Variables. The dependent variable is Turnaround Strategy, 
Organizational Change and the independent variables are Adaptive Cognition and Risk 
Propensity. A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to test the verification of 
this relationship. 
 
 Model Summary DV: Turnaround Strategy Organizational Change 
IVs: Risk Propensity, Adaptive Cognition 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
estimate 
1 .305a .093 .084 1.24526 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Risk Propensity 
 
The calculated R of 0.305 indicates that there is a positive linear relationship between, 
Adaptive Cognition, Risk Propensity (predictors or independent variables or IVs) and 
Turnaround Strategy Organizational Change (dependent variable or DV). 
IV: Risk Propensity 
IV: Adaptive Cognition 
DV: Turnaround 
Strategy Organizational 
Change 
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The adjusted R2 of the model is 0.084 and it indicates that the model explains 8.40% of 
Turnaround Strategy Organizational variance. In order to assess the significance of these 
results a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. 
 
As the ANOVA table 5.33 indicates, there was a significant effect of Adaptive Cognition 
and Risk Propensity on Turnaround Strategy, Organizational Change at the p<0.05 level 
for the three conditions [F (1.206) =10.542, p<0.000]. 
 
 ANOVA DV: Turnaround Strategy Organizational Change IVs: Risk 
Propensity, Adaptive Cognition 
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 32.694 2 16.347 10.542 
       
.000b 
Residual 319.441 206 1.551     
Total 352.135 208       
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy, Organizational Change 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Risk Propensity, Adaptive Cognition 
 
As indicated by the coefficients table 5.34: 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Risk Propensity, [t (206) = 2.270, p<0. 
05]. Risk Propensity significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy, 
Organizational Change, [B=0.170, t (206) = 2.270, p<0.05]. For every 1-point 
increase on the Risk Propensity score, the Turnaround Strategy, Organizational 
Change is expected to increase by 0.170. 
 
 Coefficients DV: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change IVs: 
Risk Propensity, Adaptive Cognition 
Model 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients T Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
                
1 (Constant) 1.180 0.742     1.591 0.113 
                
  Risk Propensity 0.170 0.075 0.163 2.270 0.024 
  Adaptive Cognition 0.389 0.138 0.202 2.809 0.005 
                
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
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❖ There was a significant positive effect for Adaptive Cognition, [t (206) = 2.809, 
p<0.05]. Adaptive Cognition significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy 
Organizational Strategy, [B= 0.389, t (206) = 2.809, p<0.05]. For every 1-point 
increase on the Adaptive Cognition score, the Turnaround Strategy 
Organizational Change is expected to increase by 0.389. 
 
The regression between Risk Propensity, Adaptive Cognition and Turnaround Strategy 
Organizational Change, without the inclusion of error estimation, is:  
 
[Turnaround Strategy Organizational Change] = 0.170*[Risk Propensity] + 
0.389*[Adaptive Cognition].  
 
The model also explained a significant proportion of the variance in Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change, [adjusted R2 = 0.084, F (1,206) =10.542, p<0.05]. That means 8. 
40% of Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change variance is explained by the 
predictor variables. The constant coefficient is not included in the regression line since it 
is not significant in the p=<0.05 level [t (206) = 1.591, p>0.05]. 
 
Hypothesis 4: “Adaptive Cognition” and “Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
and Risk propensity have a significant impact on “Turnaround Strategy Innovation” (are 
significant predictors of “Turnaround Strategy Innovation”). 
 
 Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: organizational Change 
and Risk Propensity predict Turnaround Strategy Innovation. 
 
 
                                                              
         
                  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                   
IV: Adaptive Cognition 
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
DV: Turnaround 
Strategy, Innovation 
IV: Risk Propensity 
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This relationship includes one dependent variable (DV) and three predictors or 
independent (IVs) Variables. The dependent variable is Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
and the independent variables are Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change and Risk Propensity. A multiple linear regression analysis was 
conducted to verify, or not, this relationship. 
 
 
 Model Summary DV: Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, IVs: 
Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change and Risk 
Propensity. 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
estimate 
1 .615a .379 .370 1.04051 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, Risk Propensity 
 
The calculated R of 0.615 indicates that there is a positive linear relationship between 
Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change and Risk Propensity 
(predictors or independent variables or IVs) and Turnaround Strategy Innovation 
(dependent variable or DV). 
The adjusted R2 of the model is 0.370 indicating that 37.00% of Turnaround Strategy 
Innovation is explained by the model. In order to assess the significance of these results 
a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. 
 
 ANOVA DV: Turnaround Strategy, Innovation IVs: Adaptive 
Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Risk Propensity. 
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 135.259 3 45.086 41.644 
       
.000b 
Residual 221.946 205 1.083     
Total 357.205 208       
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy, Innovation 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, Risk Propensity 
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As the ANOVA table 5.36 indicates, there was a significant effect of Adaptive Cognition, 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change and Risk Propensity on Turnaround 
Strategy Innovation at the p<0.05 level for the four conditions [F (3.2056) =41.644, 
p<0.000]. 
 
 Coefficients DV: Turnaround Strategy: innovation, IVs: Adaptive 
Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Risk Propensity. 
Model 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients T Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
                
1 (Constant) 0.542 0.623     0.870 0.385 
  Turnaround Strategy             
  Organizational Change 0.450 0.058 0.447 7.726 0.000 
  Risk Propensity 0.230 0.064 0.219 3.618 0.000 
  Adaptive Cognition 0.294 0.118 0.152 2.496 0.013 
                
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
 
As indicated by coefficients table 5.37: 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, [t (205) = 7.726, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy Innovation, [B=0.450, t (205) = 
7.726, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the Turnaround Strategy 
Organizational Change score, the Turnaround Strategy Innovation is expected to 
increase by 0.450. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Risk Propensity, [t (205) = 3.618, p<0. 
05]. Risk propensity significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy Innovation, 
[B=0.230, t (205) = 3.618, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the Risk 
Propensity score, the Turnaround Strategy Innovation is expected to increase by 
0.230. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Adaptive Cognition, [t (205) = 2.496, 
p<0.05]. Adaptive Cognition significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy 
Innovation, [B=0.294 t (205) = 2.496, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the 
Adaptive Cognition score, the Turnaround Strategy Innovation is expected to 
increase by 0.294. 
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The regression between Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Risk Propensity, 
Adaptive Cognition and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation without the inclusion of error 
estimation, is the following: 
 
[Turnaround Strategy Innovation] = 0,450*[Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change] + 0.230*[Risk Propensity] + 0.294*[Adaptive Cognition].   
 
The model also explained a significant proportion of the variance in Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation, [adjusted R2 = 0.370, F (1.205) =41.644, p<0.05]. That means 37.00% of 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation variance is explained by the predictor variables. The 
constant coefficient is not included in the regression line since it is not significant in the 
p=<0.05 level [t (205) = 0.870, p>0.05].  
 
Hypothesis 5: “Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment and 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation have a significant impact on Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies (are significant predictors of “Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies”). 
 Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs. 
retrenchment and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, predict 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
 
 
         
         
         
         
        
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
IV: Adaptive Cognition 
IV: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Investment Vs 
Retrenchment
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation 
DV: Turnaround 
Strategy: Market 
Strategies 
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This relationship includes one dependent variable (DV) and five predictors, or 
independent (IVs) Variables. The dependent variable is Turnaround Strategy Market 
Strategies and the independent variables are Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs. 
retrenchment and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. A multiple linear regression analysis 
was conducted to verify or not this relationship. 
The calculated R of 0.754 indicates that there is a positive linear relationship between 
Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs. retrenchment and Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation (predictors or independent variables or IVs) and Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies (dependent variable or DV). 
 
 Model Summary DV: Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies IVs: 
Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs. retrenchment 
and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
estimate 
1 .754a .569 .558 0.65576 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs Retrenchment 
and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
 
The adjusted R2 of the model is 0.558, indicating that 55.80% of Turnaround Strategy 
Innovation is explained by the model. In order to assess the significance of these results 
a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. 
As the ANOVA table 5.39 indicate, there was a significant effect of Adaptive Cognition, 
Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Turnaround 
Strategy: Investment Vs. retrenchment and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation on 
Turnaround Strategy Market Strategies at the p<0.05 level for the six conditions [F 
(1.203) =53.512, p<0.000]. 
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 ANOVA DV: Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies IVs: Adaptive 
Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs Retrenchment and Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation. 
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 135.259 3 45.086 41.644      .000b 
Residual 221.946 205 1.083     
Total 357.205 208       
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs Retrenchment 
and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
 
As indicated by coefficients table 5.40: 
 
 Coefficients DV: Turnaround Strategies Market Strategies IVs: 
Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs retrenchment 
and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation  
Model 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients T Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
                
1 (Constant) -0.084 0.467     -0.181 0.857 
  Turnaround Strategy: 
0.170 0.042 0.225 4.071 0.000 
  
Organizational 
Change 
                
  Turnaround Strategy: 
0.230 0.071 0.176 3.225 0.001 
  
Investment vs 
Retrenchment 
                
  Turnaround Strategy: 
0.330 0.043 0.438 7.643 0.000 
  Innovation 
                
  
Crisis Effect on 
SMEs 
0.131 0.045 0.143 2.895 0.004 
              
  Adaptive Cognition 0.226 0.076 0.155 2.959 0.003 
                
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
 
 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, [t (203) = 4.071, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, 
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significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy Innovation, [B=0.170, t (203) = 
4.071, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the Turnaround Strategy 
Organizational Change score, the Turnaround Strategy Market Strategies is 
expected to increase by 0.170. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs 
Retrenchment [t (203) = 3.225, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs 
Retrenchment significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy Innovation, 
[B=0.230, t (203) = 3.225, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the 
Turnaround Strategy Investment vs Retrenchment score, the Turnaround 
Strategy Market Strategies is expected to increase by 0.230. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Innovation [t 
(203) = 7.643, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Innovation significantly predicted 
Turnaround Strategy Market Strategies, [B=0.330 t (203) = 7.643, p<0.05]. For 
every 1-point increase on the Turnaround Strategy Innovation score, the 
Turnaround Strategy Market Strategies is expected to increase by 0.330. 
 
❖ There was a significant negative effect for Crisis Effect on SMEs [t (203) = 
2.895, p<0.05]. Crisis Effect on SMEs significantly predicted Turnaround 
Strategy Market Strategies, [B= 0.131, t (203) = 2.895, p<0.05]. For every 1-
point increase on the Crisis Effect on SMEs score, the Turnaround Strategy 
Market Strategies is expected to increase by 0.131. 
❖ There was a significant negative effect for Adaptive Cognition, [t (203) = 2.959, 
p<0.05]. Adaptive Cognition significantly predicted Turnaround Strategy 
Market Strategies, [B= 0.226, t (203) = 2.959, p<0.05]. For every 1-point 
increase on the Adaptive Cognition score, the Turnaround Strategy Market 
Strategies is expected to increase by 0.226. 
The regression between Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change, Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs. retrenchment and 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation on Turnaround Strategy Market Strategies, without the 
inclusion of error estimation, is the following: 
 
[Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies] = 0.170*[Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change] + 0.230*[Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs Retrenchment] + 
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0.330*[Turnaround Strategy: Innovation] + 0.316*[Crisis Effect on SMEs] + 
0.226*[Adaptive Cognition]. 
 
The model also explained a significant proportion of the variance in Turnaround 
Strategies: Market Strategies, [adjusted R2 = 0.558, F (1.203) =53.512, p<0.05]. That 
means 55.8% of Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies variance is explained by the 
predictor variables. The constant coefficient is not included in the regression line since it 
is not significant in the p=<0.05 level [t (203) = -0.181, p>0.05]. 
 
Hypothesis 6: “Crisis Effect on SMEs”, “Turnaround Strategy: Innovation”, and 
“Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies” have a significant impact on “Performance 
Relative to Competition” (are significant predictors of “Performance Relative to 
Competition”).  
The following relationship includes one dependent variable (DV) and three predictors or 
independent (IVs) Variables. The dependent variable is Performance Relative to 
Competition, and the independent variables are Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation and Turnaround Strategies: Market Strategies. A multiple linear 
regression analysis was conducted to verify or not this relationship. 
 
 Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation and 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies predict Performance 
Relative to Competition. 
 
 
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
The calculated R of 0.489 indicates that there is a positive linear relationship between 
Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation and Turnaround Strategy: 
IV: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation 
DV: Performance 
Relative to Competition 
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies 
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Market Strategies (predictors or independent variables or IVs) and Performance Relative 
to Competition (dependent variable or DV). 
 
 Model Summary DV: Performance Relative to Competition, IVs: 
Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation and Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies. 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
estimate 
1 .489a .239 .228 1.09884 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation and                                 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
 
The adjusted R2 of the model is 0.228, indicating that 22.80% of Performance Relative to 
Competition is explained by the model. In order to assess the significance of these results 
a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. 
As the ANOVA table 5.42 indicates, there was a significant effect of Crisis Effect on 
SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies on 
Performance Relative to Competition at the p<0.05 level for the four conditions [F (3.205) 
=21.500, p<0.000]. 
 
 ANOVA   DV: Performance Relative to Competition IVs: Crisis Effect 
on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies 
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 77.882 3 25.961 21.500      .000b 
Residual 247.528 205 1.200     
Total 325.410 208       
a. Dependent Variable: Performance Relative to Competition 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
 
As indicated by coefficients table 5.43, 
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 Coefficients DV: Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, IVs: Adaptive 
Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Risk Propensity. 
Model 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients T Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
                
1 (Constant) 4.200 0.514     8.163 0.000 
  Turnaround Strategy: 
0.287 0.105 0.227 2.732 0.007 
  Market Strategies 
  Turnaround Strategy: 
0.157 0.079 0.165 1.997 0.047 
  Innovation 
  
Crisis Effect on 
SMEs 
-0.423 0.071 -0.365 -5.945 0.000 
a. Dependent Variable: Performance Relative to Competition 
 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies, [t (205) = 2.732, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
significantly predicted Performance Relative to Competition, [B=0.287, t (205) 
= 2.732, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on the Turnaround Strategy Market 
Strategies score, the Performance Relative to Competition is expected to 
increase by 0.287. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Innovation [t 
(205) = 1.997, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Innovation significantly predicted 
Performance Relative to Competition, [B=0.57, t (205) = 1.997, p<0.05]. For 
every 1-point increase on the Turnaround Strategy Innovation score, the 
Performance Relative to Competition is expected to increase by 0.157. 
❖ There was a significant negative effect for Crisis Effect on SMEs, [t (205) = -
5.945, p<0.05]. Crisis Effect on SMEs significantly predicted Performance 
Relative to Competition, [B=-0.423 t (205) = -5.945, p<0.05]. For every 1-point 
increase on Crisis Effect on SMEs score, the Performance Relative to 
Competition is expected to decrease by 0.423. 
 
The regression between Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation, Crisis Effect on SMEs, and Performance Relative to Competition, without 
the inclusion of error estimation, is the following: 
 
[Performance Relative to Competition] = 0.287*[Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies] + 0.157*[Turnaround Strategy: Innovation] – 0.423*[Crisis Effect on SMEs] 
+ 4.200. 
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The model also explained a significant proportion of the variance in Performance Relative 
to Competition, [adjusted R2 = 0.228, F (1.205) =21.500, p<0.05]. That means 22.8% of 
Performance Relative to Competition variance is explained by the predictor variables. 
The constant coefficient is included in the regression line since it is significant in the 
p=<0, 05 level [t (205) = 8.163, p<0.05]. 
 
Hypothesis 7: “Performance Relative to Competition”. “Crisis Effect on SMEs” 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, have a 
significant impact on “Present Viability” (are significant predictors of “Present 
Viability”). 
This relationship includes one dependent variable (DV) and four predictors or 
independent (IV) Variables. The dependent variable is Present Viability and the 
independent variables are Performance Relative to Competition, Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. A 
multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to verify or not this relationship. 
 
 Performance Relative to Competition, Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs and Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation predicts Present Viability. 
 
 
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
 
The calculated R of 0.721, as depicted in table 5.45, indicates that there is a positive linear 
relationship between Performance Relative to Competition, Turnaround Strategy: Market 
IV: Performance Relative to 
Competition 
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies 
IV: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
IV: Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation 
DV: Viability 
(Present) 
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Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, (predictors or 
independent variables or IVs) and Present Viability (dependent variable or DV). 
 
 Model Summary DV: Present Viability, IVs: Performance Relative to 
Competition, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
estimate 
1 .721a .520 .510 0.55006 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Performance Relative to Competition, Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation                              
 
The adjusted R2 of the model is 0.510 and it indicates that 51.00% of Present Viability is 
explained by the model. In order to assess the significance of these results a one-way 
ANOVA analysis was conducted. 
 
 ANOVA DV: Present Viability IVs: Performance Relative to 
Competition, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. 
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 66.812 4 16.703 55.204   .000b 
Residual 61.725 204                0.303     
Total 128.537 208       
a. Dependent Variable: Performance Relative to Competition 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
 
 
As the ANOVA table 5.45 indicates, there was a significant effect of Performance 
Relative to Competition, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs 
and Turnaround Strategy: Innovation on Present Viability at the p<0.05 level for the five 
conditions [F (1.204) =55.204, p<0.000]. 
As indicated by the coefficients table 5.46, 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies, t (204) = 2.032, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
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significantly predicted Present Viability, [B=0.109, t (204) = 2.032, p<0.05]. For 
every 1-point increase on Turnaround Strategy Market Strategies score, Present 
Viability is expected to increase by 0.109. 
 
 Coefficients DV: Present Viability IVs: Performance Relative to 
Competition, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation. 
Model 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients 
T Sig. 
B 
Std. 
Error 
Beta 
                
1 (Constant) 2.805 0.296     9.461 0.000 
  Turnaround Strategy: 
0.109 0.054 0.137 2.032 0.043 
  Market Strategies 
  Turnaround Strategy: 
0.091 0.04 0.152 2.286 0.023 
  Innovation 
  
Crisis Effect on 
SMEs 
-0.087 0.039 -0.120   -2.266 0.025 
  
Performance 
Relative to  0.345 0.035 0.549 9.871 0.000 
  Competition 
a. Dependent Variable: Viability (Present) 
 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, t 
(204) = 2.286, p<0.05]. Turnaround Strategy: Innovation significantly predicted 
Present Viability, [B=0,091, t (204) = 2.86, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase 
on Turnaround Strategy Innovation score, the Present Viability is expected to 
increase by 0.091. 
❖ There was a significant negative effect for Crisis Effect on SMEs, t (204) =-
2.266, p<0.05]. Crisis Effect on SMEs significantly predicted Present Viability, 
[B=-0.087, t (204) = - 2.266, p<0.05]. For every 1-point increase on Crisis Effect 
on SMEs score, Present Viability score is expected to decrease by 0.087. 
❖ There was a significant positive effect for Performance Relative to Competition 
[t (204) = 9.871, p<0.05]. Performance Relative to Competition significantly 
predicted Present Viability, [B=0.345, t (204) = 9.871, p<0.05]. For every 1point 
increase on the Performance Relative to Competition score, the Present Viability 
is expected to increase by 0.45. 
The regression between Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, 
Turnaround Strategies: Innovation, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Performance Relative to 
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Competition and Present Viability, without the inclusion of error estimation, is the 
following: [Present Viability] = 0.109*[Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies] + 
0.091*[Turnaround Strategy: Innovation] – 0.087*[Crisis Effect on SMEs] + 
0.345*[Performance Relative to Competition] + 2.805.  
 
 Multiple Linear Regression Results Analysis 
 
Source: By the author 
 
The model also explained a significant proportion of the variance in Present Viability, 
[adjusted R2 = 0.510, F (1.204) =55.204, p<0.05]. That means 51.00% of Present Viability 
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variance is explained by the predictor variables. The constant coefficient is included in 
the regression line since it is significant in the p=<0, 05 level [t (204) = 9.461, p<0.05].  
 
The Regression Results Analysis summary is depicted in table 5.47 
 
5.17 Export Orientation ANOVA Analysis 
In order to determine the impact of export orientation as a significant factor for the export 
and non-export oriented SMEs on the research’s model key variables, the researcher was 
conducted a one-way ANOVA analysis on each one of them. For this reason, the 
participant 209 Greek SMEs from the Ionian Islands’ region were divided into two main 
categories: the 88 export oriented SMEs and the 121 non-export oriented SMEs. The 
results of the ANOVA Analysis are presented in sections 5.17.1-5.17.7.    
 
 The SMEs’ Export Orientation Effect on Turnaround Strategy: 
Investment Vs Retrenchment 
A one way ANOVA test between subjects’ was conducted to compare the effect of SMEs’ 
export orientation on Turnaround Strategy: Investment Vs Retrenchment for export- 
oriented SMEs and non-export-oriented SMEs (Table 5.48). 
 
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment Descriptive 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confid 
Interval Minim
um 
Maxim
um Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not 
export 
oriented 
SMEs 
121 3.5874 0.72101 0.06555 3.4576 3.7171 1.07 5.71 
Export          
oriented 
SMEs 
88 3.914 0.76458 0.08150 3.7520 4.0760 1.00 5.43 
Total 209 3.7249 0.75535 0.05225 3.6219 3.8279 1.00 5.71 
 
The results showed that there was a significant effect of export orientation profile on 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment at the p<0.05 level for the conditions 
[F (1, 207) = 9.934, p=0.002].  
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 Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment ANOVA 
  
Sum of 
Squares 
df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Groups 5.434 1 5.434 9.934 0.002 
Within Groups 113.241 207 0.547     
Total 118.676 208       
 
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test (table 5.48), indicated that the mean 
score for the export-oriented SMEs (M=3.9140, SD=0.76458), was significantly different 
from the non-export-oriented SMEs (M=3.5874, SD=0.72101). Taken together, these 
results suggest that Export Orientation really does have an effect on Turnaround Strategy: 
Investment vs Retrenchment. Specifically, the present study’s results suggest that when 
an SME is export oriented, then there is a positive impact on the SME performance and 
viability, which derives from the Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment. It 
should be noted that Export Orientation, independently of how export oriented an SME 
is, has a positive impact on the SME’s performance and viability. Specifically, the results 
suggest that when an SME is export-oriented, the Turnaround Strategy Investment vs 
Retrenchment is positively affected, thus, contributing towards a successful Turnaround 
Process. 
 
 
 The SMEs’ Export Orientation Effect on Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
 
A one-way ANOVA test between subjects was conducted to compare the effect of SMEs’ 
export orientation on organizational change, for export-oriented SMEs and non-export-
oriented SMEs (Table 5.50). 
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change Descriptives 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confid 
Interval 
Mini
mu
m 
Max
imu
m 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not export   
oriented 
SMEs 
121 4.0227 124.875 0.11352 3.7980 4.2475 1.00 7.00 
Export         
oriented 
SMEs 
88 4.5497 131.683 0.14037 4.2707 4.8287 1.00 7.00 
Total 209 4.2446 130.114 0.09000 4.0672 4.4220 1.00 7.00 
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Results showed that there was a significant effect of export orientation on Turnaround 
Strategy Organizational Change at the p<.05 level for the two conditions [F (1, 207) 
=8.666, p=0.004].  
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the 
export-oriented SMEs (M=4.5497, SD=1.31683), was significantly different from the 
non-export-oriented SMEs (M=4.0227, SD=1.24875). Taken together, these results 
suggest that Export Orientation, independently of the orientation’s degree, really does 
have an effect on Turnaround Strategy Organizational Change. 
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change ANOVA 
  
Sum of 
Squares 
df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Groups 14.149 1 14.149 8.666 0.004 
Within Groups 337.986 207 1.633     
Total 352.135 208       
 
Specifically, the results suggest that when an SME is export-oriented, then there is a 
positive impact on the SME’s performance and viability, which derives from the 
employed Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change. Specifically, the results suggest 
that when an SME is export-oriented, the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change is 
positively affected, thus, contributing towards a successful Turnaround Process. 
 
 The SMEs’ Export Orientation Effect on Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies 
A one-way ANOVA test between subjects was conducted to compare the effect of SMEs’ 
Export Orientation on Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, for export-oriented SMEs 
and non-export-oriented SMEs (Table 5.52). 
There was a significant effect of export orientation on Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies at the p<.05 level for the two conditions [F (1,207) =15.875, p=0.0000]. 
 
Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the 
export-oriented SMEs (M=5.4844, SD=0.96151), was significantly different from the 
non-export-oriented SMEs (M=4.9525, SD=0.94652). 
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 Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies Descriptives 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviatio
n 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confid 
Interval 
Mini
mu
m 
Maxi
mum Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not export 
oriented 
SMEs 
121 4.9525 0.94652 0.08605 4.7821 5.1228 2.38 6.75 
Export    
oriented 
SMEs 
88 5.4844 0.96151 0.10250 5.2807 5.6881 1.00 7.00 
Total 209 5.1764 0.98633 0.06823 5.0419 5.3109 1.00 7.00 
 
 
Taken together, these results suggest that Export Orientation (regardless of the SME’s 
export orientation percentage), really does have an effect on Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies. Specifically, the results suggest that when an SME is export-oriented, then 
there is a positive impact to SME performance and viability, which derives from the 
employed Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. 
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies ANOVA 
  
Sum of 
Squares 
df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Groups 14.414 1 14.414 15.875 0.000 
Within Groups 187.940 207 0.908     
Total 202.353 208       
 
Furthermore, the results suggest that when an SME is export oriented, the Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies is positively affected, thus, contributing towards a successful 
Turnaround Process. 
 
 The SMEs’ Export Orientation Effect on Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation 
 
A one-way ANOVA test between subjects was conducted to compare the effect of SMEs’ 
export orientation on Turnaround Strategy: Innovation for export-oriented SMEs and 
non-export-oriented SMEs (Table 5.54). 
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 Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Descriptives 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviatio
n 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confid 
Interval 
Mini
mu
m 
Max
imu
m 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Non- 
export 
oriented 
SMEs 
121 5.0634 1.30122 0.11829 4.8291 5.2976 1.00 7.00 
Export-   
oriented 
SMEs 
88 5.5322 1.28128 0.13658 5.2607 5.8037 1.00 7.00 
Total 209 5.2608 1.31047 0.09065 5.0821 5.4395 1.00 7.00 
 
There was a significant effect of export orientation on Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
at the p<.05 levels for the two conditions [F (1,207) =6.700, p=0.0100]. 
Post hoc test comparisons were not performed because there were only two groups. As 
the mean of the export orientation condition is higher compared with the mean of non- 
export orientation, and this difference according to ANOVA analysis is statistically 
important, then this condition (export orientation) has a significant impact on Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation. 
 
 Turnaround Strategy: Innovation ANOVA 
  
Sum of 
Squares 
df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Groups 11.199 1 11.199 6.700 0.010 
Within Groups 346.006 207 0.908     
Total 357.205 208       
 
 
Taken together, these results suggest that Export Orientation, regardless of its percentage, 
really does have a positive effect on Turnaround Strategy Innovation. Specifically, these 
results suggest that when an SME is export-oriented, then there is a positive impact on 
SME performance and viability, which derives from the employed Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation.  
 
It should be noted that the rate of the export-oriented Ionian Islands Greek SMEs’ to the 
total is good enough in order to see the effect of the Export Orientation on their 
Performance and Viability. Specifically, these results suggest that when an SME is 
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export-oriented the Turnaround strategy: Innovation is positively affected, thus, 
contributing toward a successful Turnaround Process, and, furthermore, for better 
Performance and Viability.   
 
 The SMEs’ Export Orientation Effect on Crisis Effect on SMEs 
A one-way ANOVA test between subjects was conducted to compare the effect of SMEs’ 
export orientation on Crisis Effect on SMEs for export and non-export-oriented SMEs 
(Table 5.56).   
There was no significant effect of Export Orientation on Crisis Effect on SMEs at the 
p<.05 level for the two conditions [F (1,207) =0.089, p=0.7660]. 
 
 
 Crisis Effect on SMEs Descriptives 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviatio
n 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confid 
Interval 
Mini
mu
m 
Max
imu
m 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not export 
oriented 
SMEs 
121 4.9327 1.14500 0.10409 4.7266 5.1388 1.10 7.00 
Export   
oriented 
SMEs 
88 4.9778 0.98441 0.10494 4.7692 5.1864 1.67 7.00 
Total 209 4.9517 1.07805 0.07457 4.8047 5.0987 1.10 7.00 
 
Post hoc test comparisons were not performed due to p score. Taken together, these results 
suggest that the Crisis Effect on SMEs had a significant impact so for the export-oriented 
SMEs as for the non-export-oriented SMEs during recession period 2008-2017. 
 
 Crisis Effect on SMEs ANOVA 
  
Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Groups 0.104 1 0.104 0.089 0.766 
Within Groups 241.631 207 1.167     
Total 241.735 208       
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 The SMEs’ Export Orientation Effect on Performance Relative 
to Competition 
 
A one-way ANOVA between subjects’ was conducted to compare the effect of SMEs’ 
Export Orientation on Performance relative to competition for export-oriented SMEs and 
non-export-oriented SMEs (Table 5.58).  
There was a significant effect of export orientation on performance relative to competition 
at the p<.05 level for the two conditions [F (1,207) =4.182, p=0.0420].  
Post hoc test comparisons were not performed because there were only two groups 
available for comparison. 
 
 Performance Relative to Competition Descriptives 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confid 
Interval Mini
mum 
Max
imu
m 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not export 
oriented 
SMEs 
121 4.2665 1.30053 0.11823 4.0324 4.5006 1.00 6.75 
Export   
oriented 
SMEs 
88 4.6222 1.15470 0.12309 4.3775 4.8668 1.00 7.00 
Total 209 4.4163 1.25079 0.08652 4.2457 4.5868 1.0 7.00 
 
Since the mean of the Export Orientation condition, is higher than the mean of non-Export 
Orientation and this difference according to ANOVA analysis is statistically important, 
then this condition (Export Orientation) has a significant impact on Performance relative 
to competition. 
 
 Performance Relative to Competition ANOVA 
  
Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Groups 6.443 1 6.443 4.182 0.042 
Within Groups 318.966 207 1.541     
Total 325.409 208       
 
Taken together, these results confirm that Export Orientation regardless of its percentage, 
really does have a significant impact on the SMEs’ Performance relative to competition. 
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Specifically, the results confirm that when an SME is export oriented, then there is a 
positive impact to SME Performance relative to competition. 
Moreover, the results suggest that when an SME is export-oriented, the Performance 
relative to competition is positively affected, contributing furthermore to the SME’s 
sustainability and viability. 
 
 The SMEs’ Export Orientation Effect on Viability (Present) 
A one-way ANOVA between subjects’ was conducted to compare the effect of SMEs’ 
Export Orientation on Viability (Present) for export-oriented SMEs and non-export-
oriented SMEs. 
 
 Viability (Present) Descriptives 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviati
on 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confid 
Interval 
Mini
mu
m 
Max
imu
m 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not export 
oriented 
SMEs 
121 4.8272 0.84235 0.07658 4.6756 4.9788 2.62 6.71 
Export   
oriented 
SMEs 
88 5.0892 0.67715 0.07218 4.9458 5.2327 3.09 6.59 
Total 209 4.9375 0.78611 0.05438 4.8303 5.0447 2.62 6.71 
 
There was a significant effect of Export Orientation on Viability (present) at the p<.05 
level for the two conditions [F (1,207) =5.92, p=0.0170]. 
 
 Viability (Present) ANOVA 
  
Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Between Groups 3.499 1 3.499 5.792 0.017 
Within Groups 125.038 207 0.604     
Total 128.537 208       
 
Post hoc test comparisons were not performed because there were only two groups 
available for comparison. Since the mean of the Export Orientation condition, is higher 
than the mean of non-Export Orientation, and this difference according to ANOVA 
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analysis is statistically important, then this condition (Export Orientation) has a 
significant impact on Viability (present).  
 
Taken together, these results suggest that Export Orientation (regardless of the Export 
Orientation’s percentage) really does have an effect on Viability (present). Specifically, 
the results confirm that when an SME is export-oriented, then there is a positive impact 
on the SME’s Viability (present). Moreover, the results suggest that when an SME is 
Export Oriented, the Viability (present) is positively affected. 
 
The Export Orientation ANOVA Results Analysis summary is depicted in table 5.62 
 
 Export Orientation ANOVA Results Analysis 
 
Source: By the author 
 
 
5.18 Summary 
 
The presented results confirmed the research model reliability concerning the Ionian 
Islands Greek SMEs’ ability to cope with the economic crisis if they adopt a particular 
Within 
Groups
1.167 0.089 0.766 0.05
0.547 9.934 0.002 0.05
1.633 8.666 0.004 0.05
0.908 15.875 0.000 0,05
0.908 6.700 0.010 0.05
1.541 4.182 0.042 0.05
0.604 5.792 0.017 0.05Viability (Present) 3.499
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 14.149
14.414
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 11.199
Performance Relative to Competion 6.443
Factor/Turnaround Strategy/Performance-Viability F Sig. P
Crisis Effect on SMEs 0.104
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 5.434
Mean Square
Between 
Groups
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Turnaround Strategies mix. In addition, the specific personal characteristics of the SMEs’ 
owners or managers of those SMEs that participated in the final sample, as described 
through the relevant statistical analysis, also confirmed and pointed out the factors that 
affect the Turnaround Strategy Mix adopted by the Ionian Greek SMEs’. On the other 
hand, the Investment option vs Retrenchment as a Turnaround Strategy, introduced for 
the first time in the relevant literature through this research model, adding to and 
improving on the Robbins and Pearce (1992) research model, as well as all the following 
research approaches that were based on their research model.  
The results also confirmed the particular importance of the SMEs’ Export Orientation 
which, in conjunction with the Investment vs Retrenchment Turnaround Strategy, could 
lead Greek SMEs to obtain a strong competitive advantage under economic crisis 
circumstances, in order to improve their performance, as well as to ensure their survival.  
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Chapter 6. Discussion 
According to Spanos et al., (2004), Greek SMEs’ particular characteristics can be defined 
by their size, and, also, their poor organizational structure, due to limited resources. 
(Small and Micro, mainly lacking in organizational structure). The results of this 
empirical research showed that most of the Greek SMEs’ were unable to hire external 
Turnaround management expertise either due to limited resources, or incomplete 
information. Therefore, they relied on their owners’ or managers’ personal profile 
characteristics in order to adopt and implement Turnaround Strategies that could tackle 
the consequences of the economic crisis. 
The Greek SMEs’ special characteristics reveal SMEs managers’ or owners’ personal 
profile characteristics as dominant factors for a successful Turnaround Process. Adaptive 
Cognition and Risk Propensity consist at the same time with (leveraged) Greek SMEs’ 
Size and the Competition Intensity, the determinant factors affecting the specific 
Turnaround Strategy Mix utilization. Under these economic crisis circumstances the 
implementation of the appropriate Turnaround Strategy Mix is the necessary condition 
for the Greek SMEs to successfully tackle the deep economic recession consequences. So 
far, Greek SMEs, due to their particular characteristics, were mostly unable to choose and 
implement the proper Turnaround Strategies for a successful Turnaround Process. 
Furthermore, they were unable to monitor the impact of those adopted Turnaround 
Strategies on their performance, due to a lack of a Turnaround Strategies Measurement 
Instrument. The present study was introduced and presented the appropriate Turnaround 
Strategies Measurement Instrument, which will help SMEs that cope with the economic 
crisis by evaluating the employed Turnaround Strategies, in order to have a better 
perception of the appropriate Turnaround Strategies. The research results showed that the 
adoption and implementation of the proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix will lead Greek 
SMEs to higher performance rates by increasing their products or services demand, 
mainly through expansion in new markets, as well as to their successful recovery survival 
and sustainability. 
 
6.1 Research approaches for strategies adaptation by the Greek SMEs  
Significant research approaches by many researchers have delimited the research 
framework for the Greek SMEs’ strategies adaptation until now. Avlonitis and Salavou 
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(2007), Salavou and Avlonitis (2008), studied the impact of entrepreneurial orientation, 
as well as product innovativeness, on the Greek SME’s Performance. Meanwhile, 
Daskalakis and Psillaki (2008) examined the impact of capital structure on the SMEs’ 
Performance, taking into consideration the serious finance access problems that Greek 
SMEs are facing. The critical role that the internet and export marketing play on Greek 
SMEs’ annual turnover, and, furthermore, the impact on their performance was studied 
in the research approach of Hajidimitriou and Azaria (2009), during the period 2007-
2008. Hubbard et al., (2008) studied, during the year 2004, the purchasing and supply 
chain management practices impact on the Greek SMEs’ performance. The Greek SMEs’ 
strategic posture was the object of Koufopoulos et al., (2010) research approach, in an 
attempt to identify the impact of Innovation, Proactiveness and Risk-taking strategies on 
SMEs’ Performance. During the year 2008, Orfanos et al., (2010) tried, in their study, to 
evaluate the logistics determinants, the business relationships and firm’s characteristics 
of the Greek SMEs. The effects of environment, structure and dynamic capabilities on 
Greek SMEs’ product innovation strategy, during the year 2004, were studied by Spanos 
et al., (2004). Finally, the impact on Greek SMEs’ governance with the use of Japanese 
management techniques studied by Yacuzzi, E. (2012), during the year 2004, 
endeavoured to identify those techniques that enhance Greek SMEs’ governance. 
Research efforts so far were mainly focused on studying the effects, either of individual 
factors, or, of individual strategies, on the Greek SMEs’ performance. The vast majority 
of them were conducted in time periods before the global financial crisis, thus, ignoring 
the crisis consequences. It is worth noting at this point, the lack of research approaches 
that assess adopted Turnaround Strategies under economic crisis circumstances on the 
Greek SMEs’ Performance, Viability and sustainability.  
 
6.2 Summary of the quantitative research 
What has been done till now, based on the Turnaround Management Literature Review, 
was to set out a research model which showed how: a) the SMEs’ managers or owners 
personal profile characteristics, b) the SMEs’ Loan to Equity ratio, c) the SMEs’ Size and 
d) the Competition Intensity, affect the utilization of a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix. 
Furthermore, this utilization determines SME’s Performance and Viability, under 
economic crisis circumstances (crisis effect). SMEs are business organizations that 
operate in a vulnerable and ever-changing business environment which has been highly 
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affected by the recent economic crisis (O.E.C.D, 2008). Research results analysis 
confirmed that SMEs’ owners or managers personal profile characteristics play a crucial 
role in establishing a successful Turnaround Process under economic crisis circumstances 
which in turn leads to higher business performance rates and future viability. These 
factors, in conjunction with SMEs’ excessive leverage, as well as the SMEs’ Size and the 
Competition Intensity are significant and determinant factors that affect the utilization of 
a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix for a successful, or not, Turnaround Process. 
The number of Greek SMEs’ dropped drastically during the economic crisis years, as 
shown in figure 2.3, thus, making the adoption of a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix by 
the Greek SMEs’ an imperative necessity, in order to maintain their viability and 
sustainability within a significantly diversified environment due to the consequences of 
the economic crisis. This Turnaround Strategy Mix formulation was based mainly on 
Turnaround Management’s literature review, and, furthermore, on several researchers’ 
Turnaround Process research approaches (Grinyer et al., 1988; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; 
Pearce & Robbins, 1994; Sudarsanam & Lai, 2001; Chowdhury D. S., 2002; Rasheed SH, 
2005; Chathoth et al., 2006; Cater J & Schwab A., 2008; Boyne et al., 2009; Ho et al., 
2010; Li et al., 2011; Beeri I., 2011). 
 
6.3 A consideration of the findings (Value and practical meaning) 
This study’s main differentiation, compared with previous studies, lies in the fact that it 
attempted not simply to identify if there are any Turnaround strategies adopted by Greek 
SMEs under economic crisis circumstances, but it also aimed to:  
• Identify the factors that affect the adoption and implementation of those 
Turnaround Strategies that could lead Greek SMEs to survival, and, furthermore, 
to achieve their sustainability during economic crisis circumstances. 
• Study the impact of a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix on the Greek SMEs’ 
Performance and Viability, including Investment Strategies that could be 
employed, rather than Retrenchment Strategies.   
So, the research questions: if it is possible Greek SMEs, operating in conditions of deep 
economic recession, and facing phenomena of decline, can ensure their survival and 
improve their financial performance, by adopting a specific Turnaround Strategies Mix, 
and, furthermore, which are the factors that affect the utilization of those Turnaround 
Strategies? 
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The answers to these questions are given in the present study, based on the results as 
presented in chapter five. Hence, the present study suggests, (states), that it is possible for 
the Greek SMEs operating under economic crisis circumstances, to ensure their survival 
and improve their financial performance, by adopting a specific Turnaround Strategies 
Mix, which includes the Turnaround Strategies: Organizational Change, Investment vs 
Retrenchment, Innovation and Market Strategies which were found to have a positive 
impact on the Greek SMEs’ Performance and Viability. Specifically, the SMEs’ Export 
Orientation was found to have a positive impact on the SMEs’ Performance and Viability.  
Furthermore, by identifying the following factors as critical: SME size, Competition 
Intensity, Excessive Leverage, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Adaptive Cognition and Risk 
Propensity that have a positive, or negative impact, either on the adopted by the SMEs’ 
Turnaround Strategies Mix or on their performance and viability. 
The way those results are related to the study’s expectations, to Turnaround literature 
taking into account previous research, as well as their validity and consistency, will be 
explained in detail below.   
 
 Findings on the Factors that affect the utilization of specific 
Turnaround Strategies 
• SME size 
Based on the study’s results, the SME Size, one of the identified factors that affect the 
utilization of specific Turnaround Strategies, was found to have a negative impact on the 
Crisis Effects on SMEs. According to the study’s results, the bigger the size of an SME 
the smaller the negative effect of an economic crisis on its performance, meeting by this 
point of view, the research’s expectations as they are referred in section 3.3.1. This could 
be explained by the fact that the business environment for the Ionian Islands’ region (one 
out of thirteen regions in Greece) is characterized as intensively competitive, setting up 
at the same time the market share size for the SMEs that operate within. From this point 
of view the SME size is then adjusted to the market share size, which confirms that there 
is a link between SME size and competition intensity, when the business environment is 
highly competitive. Since crisis effect has a significant impact on SMEs’ Performance 
and Viability, then it is important to examine the factors that could possibly moderate this 
effect on the SMEs’ such as the SME size.  
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This research’s results are in both line with the study’s expectations as well as with the 
relevant literature, as according to Koufopoulos et al., 2010 and Spanos et al., 2004 the 
size of a firm is a determinant factor, since very small and small enterprises (SMEs) are 
significantly lacking in resources in order to efficiently adopt and implement Turnaround 
Strategies for performance recovery. Furthermore, results showed (section 5.3.9) that the 
vast majority of the Greek SMEs’ are micro SMEs, employing up to 5 employees. This 
research’s results are also in line with literature, as, according to Lopez, Anton & Cervino 
(2012) the perceived Crisis Effect on SMEs refers to the degree to which the SME size 
(Number of employees, yearly turnover etc.) determines the effect of the crisis’s impact 
on the SMEs. Table 5.11, confirms that the size of the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs’ is that 
of micro SMEs, which means that due to lack of resources and adequate organizational 
structure, the crisis effect is clearly more evident. 
• Competition Intensity 
Competition Intensity was found to have a positive impact on the Crisis Effects on SMEs. 
According to the results of this study the greater the competition intensity, the larger the 
negative effect, due to the economic crisis on its performance and viability. This meets 
the research’s expectations as referred to in section 3.3.1. In addition when the 
Competition Intensity that an SME faces, is higher, the Crisis Effect is more pronounced 
as the market share diminishes, and there is a significant reduction in the sector’s demand.  
These results are in line with literature, as, according to Purnama and Subroto (2016), 
Competition Intensity has a significant negative impact on the Small and Medium 
Enterprises’ (SMEs) Performance and Viability. On the other hand, Competition Intensity 
according to Berry, Sweeting & Goto (2006) and Hamilton (2009), refers to the managers’ 
or owners’ ability to understand and analyse the business environment. The higher the 
Competition Intensity an SME faces; the more significant will be the impact of the 
economic crisis on its Performance and Viability.  
• Excessive Leverage 
Excessive Leverage, or the Loans to Equity ratio, was found to have a negative impact on 
the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. This research’s results showed 
that the greater the Leverage followed by an SME, the less effective the Turnaround 
Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment will be. This present study has argued that 
excessive leverage adopted by the SMEs’ generates high interest expenses that cannot be 
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easily cut, even if retrenchment strategies are adopted by them as depicted in section 
3.3.2. Leveraged SMEs are facing a crucial lack of liquidity, which not only obliges them 
to operate at a much lower capacity product level than usual, but in addition, their 
weakness to meet their liabilities is a strong sign of their decline. The need to adopt and 
implement a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix is strongly affected by this factor.  
It is reasonable, then, to assume that the SME’s excessive leverage negatively affects the 
Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment. These results are in line with the 
relevant literature as when the capital structure or the financing of an SME involves too 
much leverage it is difficult then for that SME to meet its obligations, and the Turnaround 
Process’s final result is extremely dubious (Bibeault 1982; Cater and Schwab, 2008; 
Chowdhury, 2002; Coricelli et al., 2010; Hofer, 1980; Kalemli-Ozcan et al., 2012; 
Robbins and Pearce, 1992). They also point out that if this ratio exceeds an optimal 
threshold level then this could lead to a lower total productivity growth factor. Excessive 
leverage results were noticed also by Sebnem Kalemli-Ozcan et al., (2012) as “one lesson 
learned from previous emerging market crises is that banks' and firms' financing 
conditions are key mechanisms in turning financial crises into recessions”. Furthermore, 
they suggested that the excessive leverage policy implementation; (specifically before 
any economic crisis) is a risk that is not easily detectable, as the risk involved concerns 
the quality, rather than the quantity, of assets. 
• Adaptive Cognition 
Adaptive Cognition, as a personal profile characteristic of those that were identified for 
the SMEs’ owners or managers, was found to have a positive impact on the Turnaround 
Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment, on the Turnaround Strategy Organizational 
Change and on the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. Research results showed 
that those SMEs’ owners or managers who were found to have Adaptive Cognition, this 
personal profile characteristic exerted a positive influence on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment on the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change and on 
the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. What is argued by the present study is 
that, Adaptive Cognition, as a personal profile characteristic of the SMEs’ owners’ or 
managers’, positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment, the 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change and the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Strategies, strategies that could lead to higher rates of business performance, as well as to 
future viability for the SMEs.  
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This is not only supported by the present study’s results, but also from the existing 
literature review. Haynie & Shepherd (2009) defined that Adaptive Cognition refers to 
the manager’s/ owner’s ability to be “dynamic, flexible as well as self-regulating in one's 
cognitions given dynamic and uncertain task environments”. Haynie & Shepherd (2009), 
also described Adaptive Cognition as the development of the instrument, discussed its 
implications for entrepreneurship, and finally offered suggestions for further development 
and testing. Thus, the research results are acceptable, as Greek SMEs have a poor 
organizational level, as well as a serious lack of any significant business organizational 
structure, due to the SMEs’ type and size (Koufopoulos et al., 2010; Spanos et al., 2004). 
So, the role that SMEs’ owners or managers personal profile characteristics play, 
specifically during economic crisis circumstances for the appropriate Turnaround 
Strategy Mix implementation, is extremely crucial. Furthermore, this could contribute to 
a successful Turnaround Process for the SMEs that cope with the consequences of the 
economic crisis. 
• Risk Propensity 
Risk Propensity, as a personal profile characteristic of those that identified for the SMEs’ 
owners or managers, was found to have a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment, on the Turnaround Strategy Organizational change and on 
the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. Research results showed that for those 
SMEs’ owners or managers who were found to have Risk Propensity, then this personal 
profile characteristic exerts a positive influence on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment on the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change and on 
the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. What is argued by the present study is 
that, Risk Propensity, as SMEs’ owners’ or managers’ personal profile characteristics, 
positively affects the Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment, the Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change and the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies. 
Strategies that could lead to higher rates of business performance, as well as to future 
viability for the SMEs.  
The results of this research are also supported by the existing literature review, as Hung 
and Tangpong (2010), defined that Risk Propensity refers to the manager’s or the owner’s 
ability to take risks in a business environment. In an ever-changing business environment, 
the manager’s/owner’s ability to take risks is directly linked to the firm’s Performance, 
Profitability and Viability, as well. Thus, this research’s results are acceptable, as Greek 
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SMEs have a poor organizational level, as well as a serious lack of any significant 
business organization structure, due to the SMEs’ type and size (Koufopoulos et al., 2010; 
Spanos et al., 2004). So, the role that SMEs’ owners or managers personal profile 
characteristics play, specifically during economic crisis circumstances for the appropriate 
Turnaround Strategy Mix implementation, is extremely crucial. Furthermore, this could 
contribute to a successful Turnaround Process for the SMEs that cope with the economic 
crisis. 
• Crisis Effect on SMEs 
 
The consequences of an economic crisis on the SMEs’ performance and viability are a 
factor deriving from the SMEs’ external business environment that the present study 
identifies as the “Crisis Effect on SMEs”. This research’s results clearly showed that the 
factor “Crisis Effect on SMEs” has a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Retrenchment vs Investment and on the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies while 
having a negative impact on the SMEs’ Performance and the SMEs’ Viability, at the same 
time. According to the research model as depicted in figure 3.3, the present study expects 
to tackle the crisis effects either by adopting retrenchment strategies or investments ones. 
This is not only supported by the present study’s results, but is also in line with the 
relevant literature, as Hofer (1980) introduced the relationship between the situation 
severity of a declined organization and the percentage of reductions, in both costs and 
assets (retrenchment) that the company has to include in its strategic plan in order to 
recover. The direct relationship between the intensity of the firm’s financial downturn, 
and the rate of retrenchment assets has been Hofer’s (1980) most substantial contribution 
to Turnaround theory. On the other hand, Robbins and Pearce (1992), argued that when 
the causes that provoked a Turnaround Situation to a business organization are deriving 
from its external environment, then the possibilities for a successful Turnaround are far 
lower and the organization should react to this situation by employing investment 
strategies. Research results by several researchers confirmed that the adoption of 
Retrenchment Strategies by a declined organization could lead to a successful 
Turnaround, ensuring its survival (Bibeault, 1982; Cater and Schwab, 2008; Coricelli et. 
all., 2009; Chowdhury, S.D., 2002; Hofer, 1980; Hung and Tangpong 2010; Lopez, 
Anton & Cervino 2012; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Sebnem Kalemli-Ozcan et all., 2012). 
Besides, in the relevant literature there is no empirical research that has adopted 
investment strategies instead of retrenchment ones, in order to tackle the consequences 
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due to an economic crisis (Crisis Effect). This present study’s results confirmed that 
during an economic crisis if investment strategies could be adopted by a declined 
organization, instead of retrenchment ones, then there is a positive impact on its 
Performance and Viability. As a result, the organization successfully faces the Crisis 
Effect on SMEs, which consequently, supports and meets from this point of view the 
expectations of this present study.  
This present study also expects to tackle the crisis effects by adopting Market Strategies. 
This is not only supported by this present study’s results, but is also in line with the 
relevant literature, as, during a Turnaround Process, the retrenchment stage’s successful 
integration leads to the next, or second stage, known as “recovery”, wherein the firm 
should carry out systematic investments, in order to achieve development and growth if 
the previous stage has been successful (Robbins & Pearce, 1992). The recovery type of 
strategies adopted depends on factors affecting the Turnaround. If these factors originated 
from the external environment, it means that companies mainly adopted strategic 
approaches. In this case, two main strategies constitute the recovery stage or phase: 
Market Strategies and Innovation Strategies. Market Strategies require: Market 
Penetration, when aggressive marketing is adopted, Re-concentration/Segmentation, 
New Markets presence through export strategies and Market expansion through 
acquisitions (Cater and Schwab 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; Lohrke, 
Bedeian, & Palmer, 2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Michael 1997). The 
drastic drop in demand as a consequence of the economic crisis, mainly affects vulnerable 
business organizations such as SMEs (OECD, 2008). One of the key strategies, to 
compensate these crisis effects is the Market Strategies adoption and implementation. 
Research results by several researchers confirmed that the adoption of Market Strategies 
has a positive impact on the firm’s performance and viability (Cater and Schwab 2008; 
Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; Lohrke, Bedeian, & Palmer, 2004; Robbins and 
Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Michael 1997). This present study’s results confirmed that 
during an economic crisis (Crisis Effect on SMEs) the Market Strategies adopted by a 
declined organization have a positive impact on its Performance and Viability, supporting 
and justifying the expectations of this study. The results of this research showed that 
Crisis Effect on SMEs has a negative impact on their Performance and Viability, 
therefore, confirming the research model and the study’s expectations that led to the 
formulation of this model. This is not only supported by the study’s results, but it is also 
supported by the relevant literature, as, according to OECD (2009) report, “SMEs are 
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characterized as vulnerable and sensitive business organizations since they suffered the 
biggest blow due to economic crisis, experiencing a drastic drop to their products or 
services demand”.  
 
 Turnaround strategies affected by the identified factors    
 
Source: By the author  
 
SMEs, as the most sensitive business organizations, will be among the first to be hit by 
the effects of the world economic crisis and furthermore, the financial crisis adversely 
impacts most of the SMEs, through reducing the development rate, and increasing the 
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number of bankruptcies (Hodorogel, 2009). Although many researchers have studied the 
impact of the global economic crisis on the SMEs, however, very few of them defined 
the crisis effect factor, and what it means for different business organizations (Cooper, 
2008). Research results by several researchers confirmed that the Crisis Effect on SMEs 
exerts a negative impact on the SMEs’ Performance and Viability (Cooper, G. 2008; Ho 
et al. 2010; Li et al. 2011; Liu, X. 2009).  
 
In this sense, the research’s results are acceptable and consistently fit with the relevant 
literature, significantly contributing to their validity. In conclusion, the Ionian Islands 
Greek SMEs face a significant impact due to the economic crisis which is derived from 
their external business environment. The SME Size and the Competition Intensity are 
significant factors that affect and determine the crisis effect on the SMEs. Thus, the extent 
and severity of these crisis effects on the Greek SMEs have to be analysed by their 
owners’ or managers’ in order to implement the appropriate Turnaround Strategy Mix. 
As the research results showed, the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs’ owners’ or managers’ 
personal profile characteristics (Adaptive Cognition, Risk Propensity) are determinant 
factors for initiating a successful Turnaround Process through the adoption of the 
appropriate Turnaround Strategy Mix. This leads to higher performance rates, 
profitability and viability. 
 
 
 Findings of the adopted Turnaround Strategy Mix and its 
impact on the Ionian islands Greek SMEs’ Performance and Viability 
Regarding the Turnaround Strategies that could be adopted by the SMEs, the researcher 
did an in-depth analysis of the Turnaround literature and identified Turnaround Tactics, 
Actions and Strategies proposed by various authors who often had drastically different 
backgrounds and research orientations, concerning the Turnaround process; specifically 
those that concern the SMEs. After identifying a very large number of those Turnaround 
Tactics, Actions and Strategies, the researcher proceeded to regroup and consolidate them 
into five different Strategies which constitute the Turnaround Strategy Mix. Namely: 
Retrenchment vs Investment, Organizational Change, Market Strategies, Export 
Orientation  and Innovation Strategies. This present research adopted a specific 
Turnaround Strategy Mix which consists of the following Turnaround Strategies, namely: 
Organizational Change, Retrenchment vs Investment, Market Strategies (including export 
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orientation strategies) and Innovation Strategies, in order to examine the impact of those 
Turnaround Strategies on SME performance and viability. According to Cater & Schwab 
(2008), Turnaround Strategies could be defined as “a set of consequential, directive, long 
term decisions and actions targeted of the reversal of a perceived crisis that threatens the 
firm’s survival”.  
• Organizational Change  
According to this research’s results, the Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change was 
found to have a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment 
on the Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies and on the Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies, as the crucial requirement for a successful Turnaround Process. 
According to the research model as depicted in figure 3.3, Organizational Change in a 
declining business organization, either as a result of an organizational crisis, or, as a result 
of a severe economic crisis, is the prerequisite for the organization to initiate Turnaround 
Strategies exerting a positive impact on them meeting by this point of view the 
expectations of the present study. This is supported both by the research results analysis, 
and the relevant literature, as depending on the SMEs’ size an Organizational Change 
either as a top-level management change, or by hiring external experts in Turnaround 
Management, will address the poor performance, or the failure of a firm, which is 
crucially important for the Turnaround Process’s success. Under this assumption, many 
researchers suggest that companies should replace the pre-existing management team, 
which might be partly responsible for the decline, with a new and experienced 
management in managing Turnaround Situations (Hofer, 1980; Bibeault, 1982; O'Neill, 
1986; Castrogiovanni et al., 1992; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Pearce & Robbins, 1993; 
Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Chowdhury, 2002; Lohrke et al., 2004; Cater and Schwab, 
2008; Coman, 2009). The success of the top-level management team in such situations 
depends on the following: the speed and accuracy of identifying the causes (internal and 
external) that led to the decline (Turnaround Situation & Situation Severity), as well as 
the adoption and implementation of the necessary and appropriate Turnaround Strategies, 
in order to achieve recovery (Lohrke et al., 2004). As claimed by Weitzel and Jonsson 
(1989), “failure of the top-level management team to timely and adequately manage the 
Turnaround Process of the organization will result in continuous decline and ultimately 
financial failure or bankruptcy”. The fact is, that until now relatively few empirical 
studies have investigated the weighty importance of selecting the appropriate top-level 
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management team, for the successful completion of the Turnaround Process (Slatter, 
1984; Mueller and Barker, 1997). To date, empirical surveys on Turnaround Strategies 
focused primarily on the efficiency of specific recovery strategies, and not on the steps 
that a management team must take in order to implement those strategies (Huff & Reger 
1987). Cater and Schwab (2008) examined the organizational crisis as a factor influencing 
the implementation of Turnaround Strategies for two family-related SMEs. This is a 
parameter that affects the ability of these companies to make top management changes, 
enlist external experts, adopt cost-cutting strategies and, eventually, recover. Research 
results by several researchers confirmed that an Organizational Change by a declined 
organization has a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategies: Retrenchment vs 
Investment, Innovation and Market Strategies (Hofer, 1980; Bibeault, 1982; O'Neill 
1986; Huff & Reger 1987; Castrogiovanni et al., 1992; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Pearce 
& Robbins, 1993; Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Chowdhury, 2002; Lohrke et al., 2004; 
Cater and Schwab, 2008; Coman, 2009). The need for a successful Turnaround process 
through a top-level management team replacement was also noted earlier by many 
researchers such as: Hofer (1980), Bibeault (1982), O’ Neil (1986) and Castrogiovanni et 
al., (1992). Organizational Change as a Turnaround Strategy was identified as the first 
stage of this Process. During this stage, the new top-level management team (or external 
expertise in Turnaround management for micro SMEs) according to external and internal 
factors, decides if the declining business organization has to follow investment instead of 
retrenchment strategies that lead straight to recovery strategies. If the management team 
chose to implement (successfully) investment strategies, then follows the third stage of 
Turnaround Strategy Mix, known as Recovery Strategies (Market and Innovation 
Strategies). This present study’s results confirmed that during economic crisis 
circumstances an Organizational Change by declined SMEs has a positive impact on the 
Turnaround Strategies: Retrenchment vs Investment, Innovation and Market Strategies 
and from this point of view, are acceptable as they consistently fit with the relevant 
literature supporting and meeting the expectations of this study.  
• Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment   
If the Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy is the substantial requirement for 
successful Turnaround Process, then the Retrenchment vs Investment Turnaround 
Strategy is the core process for that integration. As show by the results presented in 
chapter five, the Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment has a positive impact 
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on the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies. These results are related with the 
expectations of the present study and the relevant literature as well, in the following ways: 
a) If the causes that provoked a declining situation are due to internal factors, 
retrenchment strategies should be adopted by the declined organization for stabilization, 
whereas the successful implementation of this stage is expected to exert a positive impact 
on the Market Strategies for successful recovery. This is also in line with the relevant 
literature as the Retrenchment or austerity stage, that follows an Organizational Change 
includes mostly short-term measures (depending on the situation severity), which are 
intended to counter the organization’s decline and help the company stabilize. The 
organization’s stabilization is achieved once the decline in sales and profit margins stops. 
After the firm’s stabilization, Market and Innovation Strategies should be followed for 
recovery (Hofer, 1980; Bibeault, 1982; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Robbins, 
1993; Chowdhury, 2002; Lohrke et al., 2004; Chathoth et al., 2006). b) If the causes that 
provoked a declining situation are mainly derived from the organization’s external 
environment (external factors), then investment strategies, rather than retrenchment ones, 
should be followed by the declined organization for a successful Turnaround Process 
which is in line with the relevant literature (Robbins and Pearce, 1992). Although this is 
an important finding of the Robbins and Pearce (1992) research approach, this present 
study however was the first that empirically tested those findings. Taking into 
consideration that the on-going economic crisis (2008-2017), is mainly due to external 
business environment factors that the Greek SMEs faced, it can be easily understood that 
the personal profile characteristics of the SMEs’ owners’ or managers’ are of crucial 
importance. They have to analyse their business decline causes, according to the Robbins 
and Pearce (1992) approach, and then decide what kind of Turnaround Strategy Mix is 
the appropriate for a successful Turnaround Process. In other words, they have to decide 
if their business will have to retrench, or to invest. This present study’s results showed 
and confirmed that during economic crisis circumstances, depending on the factors that 
provoked a declining situation in a business organization, either Retrenchment Strategies 
or Investment Strategies have a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategies: Market 
Strategies and from this point of view are acceptable, as they consistently fit with the 
relevant literature supporting and meeting the expectations of this study.  
• Market Strategies 
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Based on the research’s results presented in chapter five, the Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies were found to have a positive impact on the SMEs’ performance and viability. 
Market Strategy’s positive influence meets the present study’s expectations, as, according 
to the research model (figure 3.3) after the required Organizational Change, SMEs’ 
owners or managers have to take the decision to adopt and implement either 
Retrenchment or Investment Strategies, depending on the factors that provoked the 
Turnaround Situation in their business organization. After the successful completion of 
the adopted Retrenchment or Investment Strategies, then Market Strategies should be 
implemented for the recovery of the organization . A successful recovery stage, consisting 
mainly of growth strategies, is expected to exert a positive impact on the SMEs’ 
Performance and Viability. This is in line, not only with this research results, but, also, 
with the relevant literature, as, during a Turnaround Process, the retrenchment stage’s 
successful integration leads to the next, or second stage, known as “Recovery”, wherein 
the firm should carry out systematic investments, in order to achieve development and 
growth, if the previous stage has been successful (Robbins & Pearce, 1992). The recovery 
type of strategies adopted depends on the factors affecting the Turnaround. If these factors 
originated from the external environment, it means that companies mainly adopted 
strategic approaches. In this case, two main strategies constitute the recovery stage or 
phase: Market Strategies and Innovation Strategies. Market Strategies require: Market 
Penetration, when aggressive marketing is adopted, Reconcentration/ Segmentation, New 
Markets presence through export strategies, and Market expansion through acquisitions 
(Cater and Schwab 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; Lohrke, Bedeian, & 
Palmer, 2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Michael 1997). On the other hand, 
the drastic drop in demand as a consequence of the economic crisis according to the 
OECD, (2008) yearly report, mainly affects vulnerable business organizations, such as 
SMEs, whose one key strategy is to compensate these crisis effects through the adoption 
and implementation of Market Strategies. This present study’s results confirmed that 
during an economic crisis Market Strategies, as a part of the Recovery Strategies under 
an integrated Turnaround Process that declined SMEs should follow, have a positive 
impact on the SMEs, and from this point of view these results are acceptable, as they 
consistently fit with the relevant literature supporting and meeting the expectations of this 
study.  
• Innovation Strategies 
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Innovation Strategies, according to the research results were found to have a positive 
impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, as well as on the SMEs’ 
Performance and Viability. Due to their organizational structure, and lack of resources, 
Ionian Islands Greek SMEs need mainly to cooperate with external partners in order to 
develop core competences such as Innovation Strategies. In the field of innovation these 
core competences have to do especially with innovative products development, 
innovative production procedures and the incorporation of new technologies. These are 
all basic requirements for successful Market Strategies. Thus, it is clearly obvious why 
Innovation Strategies exert a positive impact on the Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies which in turn meets this present study’s expectations. The study’s results are 
not only in line with the study’s expectations but also are in accordance with the relevant 
literature, as according to Drucker (1985), “innovation is the mean through which 
entrepreneurial economies come into being”. However, the definition of innovation, as 
understood today, was provided by OECD (2004). Innovation is defined as the 
introduction of new or improved processes, products or services, based on new scientific 
or technical knowledge and organizational expertise. Bibeault (1982) suggested that 
innovation is a Recovery Strategy in the Turnaround Process. More specifically, he 
recognizes innovation as one of the two open options a company has during recovery 
(creation of new products, designing of new processes and production methods, 
expansion into new markets, etc.), while the second option is to expand through 
acquisition. Abouzeedan (2011) approaches innovation by investigating its effect on the 
SME’s performance. Avlonitis and Salavou (2007) suggest that innovation is a condition 
which is present in several areas of entrepreneurship, and can be defined as “the ability 
of a company to create and introduce products that will incorporate new features”. 
Although this research’s findings showed that the Greek SMEs have incorporated 
innovation at remarkable rates, however a large number of the Greek SMEs that withdrew 
from the market during the years of the economic crisis (figure 2.3) justify the research’s 
findings. This can be explained by the fact that the present study focused mainly on micro 
SMEs, whereas a significant number of them did not incorporate Innovation Strategies. 
Furthermore, as SMEs suffer from a serious lack of resources, this has a significant impact 
on their organizational structure adequacy. Greek SMEs cannot also have high levels of 
formalized processes, marketing and R&D integration. The latter could be overcome by 
participation in external partnership networks, but the family-type structure of most Greek 
SMEs is a serious bottleneck (Spanos et al., 2004). From this point of view these results 
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are acceptable as they consistently fit with the relevant literature supporting and meeting 
the expectations of this study. In order for the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs to reach a 
successful recovery stage, it is necessary to employ recovery or growth strategies that 
would be expected to exert a positive impact on the SMEs’ performance and viability. 
This is in line not only with the research results but also with the relevant literature, as, 
during a Turnaround Process, the completion of the recovery or growth stage (by 
employing Innovation or Market Strategies) is expected to lead to a better performance 
rate, and, furthermore, to ensure the SMEs’ Viability through establishing a successful 
Turnaround Process (Robbins & Pearce, 1992). This can be explained, according to 
Robbins and Pearce (1992), by the fact that during the Recovery Stage, the firm should 
carry out systematic investments, in order to achieve development and growth, if the 
previous stage has been successful. The recovery type of strategies adopted depends on 
factors affecting the Turnaround. If these factors originated from the external 
environment, it means that companies mainly adopted strategic approaches. In this case, 
two main strategies constitute the recovery stage or phase: Market Strategies and 
Innovation Strategies. (Cater and Schwab 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; Davila et al., 2006; 
Lohrke, Bedeian, & Palmer, 2004; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Michael 1997). 
Although innovation strategies are recognized as critical recovery strategies that have a 
significant impact on the SME’s Performance and Viability, nevertheless, the external 
partnership and cooperation (external networks) for the Greek SMEs needs further 
investigation (Pullen et al., 2008). Thus, the Turnaround Strategy Innovation Strategies 
has a significant impact on Performance relative to competition, as well as on current 
Viability, which is supported by both the research results analysis and literature review, 
as well. This research’s results then are acceptable, as they consistently fit with the 
relevant literature supporting and meeting the expectations of this study. In conclusion, 
✓ The size, and furthermore the lack of resources of the Ionian Islands Greek 
SMEs’ is often an insurmountable obstacle in order to achieve those necessary 
organizational changes that could lead these vulnerable business organizations 
to adopt and implement the appropriate Turnaround Strategy Mix for higher 
performance rates, profitability, sustainability, and viability. 
✓ The Ionian Islands Greek SMEs are characterized as micro, family-type SMEs 
and, from this point of view, their top-level management team consists primarily 
of family members, who are reluctant to adopt the necessary organizational 
changes or to recruit external Turnaround Management expertise. This fact 
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explains the reason why a large number of Greek SMEs withdrew from the 
Greek market.  
✓ Organizational Change, as a Turnaround Strategy, which clearly affects the 
other Turnaround Strategies of the chosen Turnaround Strategy Mix, could lead 
Ionian Islands Greek SMEs to better performance rates, sustainability and 
viability. 
The results analysis showed the research model’s efficiency concerning the obtained 
performance and viability for those SMEs that chose to adopt specific Turnaround 
Strategies in order to tackle the consequences of the economic crisis circumstances. 
Despite the Greek SMEs’ special characteristics, the adoption of this specific Turnaround 
Strategy Mix, as defined in the present study with the use of Turnaround Strategies 
Measurement Instrument, could lead SMEs to a higher performance level, and, of course, 
to ensure their survival and viability. 
 
 
6.4 Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI)  
In the past two decades, researchers began to study the Turnaround Process in smaller 
firms. The research approach of Spanos et al., (2004) focused on Small, Medium and 
Large Greek enterprises, pointing out that SMEs compared to large firms are less able or 
less willing, to adopt and carry out strategies when facing a series of challenges. In the 
field of Turnaround Management, many research efforts were focused mainly on the 
relationship between each one of the Turnaround Strategies and the firm’s Performance. 
A serious gap, however, has so far been observed in the literature concerning the impact 
of a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix, measured with the use of a TSMI on the SMEs’ 
Performance and Viability. This was achieved through the construction and use of two 
main sets of scales for the two main categories of Turnaround Strategies; the 
Retrenchment vs Investment scale and the Complementary Turnaround Strategies scale 
that includes 3 subscales, as depicted in table 6.2. The scales of this measurement 
instrument incorporated into the questionnaire that was distributed to the research’s 
sample population, and the collected data used so for the pilot study’s needs, as well as, 
for the study’s results analysis. The measurement instrument was subjected to several 
tests for validity (face and content validity), reliability, and internal consistency. The test 
results showed that the TSMI is a valid and reliable measurement instrument (Appendix 
D). The reliability of the TSMI scales, which were used in order to collect the data needed 
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 Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: By the author  
Scale 1: Retrenchment vs Investment (14 items)  
 
“How did your business react to the conditions 
created by the economic crisis? Reduced or 
increased?” (Use a score from 1 to 7, where 1 
means reduced too much and 7 means increased 
too much).  
1) “Personnel expenditure”,  
2) “Advertising expenditure”,  
3) “Fixed assets rent or maintain 
expenditure”,  
4) “Equipment rent or maintain 
expenditure”,  
5) “Operating expenses”,  
6) “Products variety”,  
7) “Quality standards for goods or 
services”,  
8) “Number of customers/volume of 
orders that can serve at a given time”,  
9) “The available stock of goods or raw 
materials or supplies”,  
10) “The frequency and intensity of 
quality control”,  
11) “The ability to serve its customers in 
general”,  
12) “The number of markets served”,   
13) “The invested capital to develop the 
business unit”,  
14) “Its holdings in other companies”. 
Retrenchment vs Investment scale is a 
single instrument in which exist the 
emerged from the EFA 3 factors.  
 
 
Scale 1 and Scale 2 compose the 
Turnaround Strategies Measurement 
Instrument (TSMI). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
Scale 2: Complementary Turnaround 
Strategies (22 items)  
To address the crisis, your business, proceeded 
to…” (Use a score from 1 to 7, where 1, means: 
completely disagree and 7, means completely 
agree).  
Organizational Change 
1) “Changes in the top-level management 
team”,  
2) “Personnel evaluation”, 
3) “Operational restructuring”, 
4) “Personnel replacement due to reduced 
performance”,  
5) “Get help from external consultants”,  
6) “Eliminate existing business units or creation 
of new ones”,  
7) “Promoting efficient employees”,  
8) “Recruitment of experienced managers”,  
9) “Change in customer target group profile”,  
Market Strategies 
10) “Change strategy promotion/advertising its 
products/services”,  
11) “Change its products/services prices”,  
12) “Attract new customers”,  
13) “End low value customers’ cooperation”,  
14) “Assess customer needs for better service”,  
15) “Adoption of new selling innovative 
processes", 
16) “Introduction of new 
products/goods/services or the renewal of the 
existing ones”, 
Innovation Strategies 
17) “Integration of new and innovative 
technologies”,  
18) “New methods implementation for 
products/goods/services sales”  
19) “Introducing innovative 
products/goods/services”,  
20) “Search for innovative processes to reduce 
fixed or operating costs”,  
21) “Innovative management procedures 
adoption”,  
22) “Innovative methods of the promotion and 
advertising its products/ goods/services”,  
Complementary Turnaround Strategies (which 
is dividing into 3 subscales) it is also another 
single instrument in which exist the emerged 
from the EFA 3 factors. 
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for the analysis, was examined by calculating each scale’s Cronbach’s Alpha.  
Some scales were found to be reliable (Very Good), while others were found to be 
Excellent (section 5.2). The TSMI’s reliability and validity, regarding the evaluation of 
the Turnaround Strategies adopted by the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs’, is not only 
important for the developed instrument, but also for the validity and reliability of the 
research’s results.  
 
 
6.5 Rehypothesis and Rehypothesized Research Model   
The answer to the research question is implemented through the research hypotheses 
based on the literature review, as discussed in Chapter 2 of this study. The sequence of 
these cases led the researcher to the formulation of the research model, by which 
efficiency is related to the acceptance, or not, of research hypotheses. All hypotheses were 
accepted, which means that the independent variables had a significant effect on the 
dependent variables. Regarding the Correlation between variables and R², the highest 
explanatory value was found at the third hypothesis; the effect of the Organizational 
Change Turnaround Strategies, the Retrenchment vs Investment Turnaround Strategy, the 
Innovation Turnaround Strategies and the Crisis Effect on the Market Turnaround 
Strategies. On the other hand, the lowest R² was found in the first hypothesis, where the 
Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy and the Crisis Effect have an effect on 
Retrenchment vs Investment, which had a value of 0.392. It was also found that, in almost 
all cases, the Crisis Effect had a negative and statistically significant (P=0.000) effect on 
the Turnaround Strategies, including Performance and Viability of the SME.  
Additionally, the relationships between Turnaround Strategies were positive and 
statistically important, while the combination of Market Strategies and Innovation 
Strategies had a positive effect, both on the Performance and Viability of an SME. Finally, 
other factors, represented with the constant in the regressions, were statistically 
significant (P=0.000) in almost all regressions performed. As a result, the SMEs during 
an economic crisis will have a better perception of the appropriate Turnaround Strategies; 
something that will significantly contribute to their successful recovery, survival and 
sustainability. The following table 6.3, shows the relationships between the model’s 
variables, proving its efficiency on the one hand, and the hypotheses acceptance on the 
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other, (Sig. Value < P-Value), while the testing hypotheses results are depicted in table 
6.4.  
 
 Regression Results Analysis for Testing Hypotheses  
 
Source: By the author 
 
0.012
0.000
0.042
0.000
0.031
0.000
0.000
0.024
0.005
0.000
0.000
0.013
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.004
0.003
0.000
0.007
0.047
0.000
0.043
0.023
0.025
0.000
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
Sig. P-Value
0.05
0.05
Viability (Present) = 0.109*Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies + 0.091*Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation Strategies - 0.087*Crisis Effect on SMEs + 
0.345*Performance (Relative to Competition) + 2.805
Hypothesis 
1
Crisis Effect on SMEs = 0.270*Perceived Competition - 
0.262*SME Size + 4.554
0.077
Hypothesis 
2
Hypothesis 
3
Hypothesis 
4
0.345
0.084
0.370
0.558
0.228
0.510
Hypotheses
Adjusted 
R²
Regression Equations
Hypothesis 
5
Hypothesis 
6
Hypothesis 
7
Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs Investment = 
0.070*Turnaround Strtegy: Organizational Change - 
0.213*Crisis Effect on SMEs - 0.138*Excessive 
Leverage + 0.164*Risk Propenity + 0.249*Adaptive 
Cognition + 2.445
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change =          
0.170*Risk Propensity + 0.389*Adaptive Cognition 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies = 
0.450*Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change + 
0.230*Risk Propensity + 0.294*Adaptive Cognition
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies = 
0.170*Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change + 
0.230*Turnaround Strategy: Retrenchment vs 
Investment + 0.330* Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Strategies - 0.1316*Crisis Effect on SMEs + 
0.226*Adaptive Cognition
Performance (Relative to Competition) = 
0.287*Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies + 
0.157*Turnaround Strategy: Innovation Strategies - 
0,423*Crisis Effect on SMEs + 4.200
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 Hypotheses Status 
 
Source: By the author 
 
 
Since the research hypotheses have been accepted while the research results were 
confirmed without any contradiction of these hypotheses, then the research hypothesized 
model is depicted in figure 6.1. 
The Crisis Effect on SMEs the Innovation Turnaround 
Strategies, the Market Turnaround Strategies and the SME's 
Performance (relative to competition) have a significant effect 
on an SME's Viability (Present).
Hypothesis 1
The SME size (Employee number, yearly turnover etc.) and 
the competition intensity significantly affect the factor Crisis 
effect on SME
Accepted
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 4
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Accepted
Hypotheses StatusResearch Hypotheses
Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 7
The Crisis Effect on SME, the Excessive leverage, the Risk 
Propensity, the  Adaptive Cognition and the Organizational 
Change Turnaround Strategy have a significant effect on an 
SME's Turnaround Strategy Retrenchment vs Investment
The Risk Propensity and the Competition Intensity have a 
significant effect on an SME's Organizational Change 
Turnaround Strategy
The Risk Propensity the Competition Intensity and the 
Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy have a significant 
effect on an SME's Innovation Turnaround Strategy 
The Crisis Effect on SME, the, the  Adaptive Cognition,  the 
Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy, the Turnaround 
Strategy Retrenchment vs Investment and the Innovation 
Turnaround Strategy have a significant effect on an SME's 
Market Turnaround Strategies
The Crisis Effect on SMEs the Innovation Turnaround 
Strategies and the Market Turnaround Strategies have a 
significant effect on an SME's Performance
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 Rehypothesized Model 
                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
⑥ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: By the author based on the research model and the hypotheses  
 
6.5.1.1 Export Orientation  
Export orientation could be described as the last, and most important link, in the 
research’s model chain of: investment strategy, innovation strategy and export orientation 
(as a part of market strategies). For the Greek SMEs, it would not be an exaggeration to 
claim that Export Orientation, as one of the market strategies (sub-strategy), is the main 
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spearhead in an attempt for them to achieve survival and viability. Although the 
placement of products and services produced by the Greek SMEs’ in foreign markets is a 
complex and targeted process, that mostly requires the adoption of Investment Strategies 
for the integration of innovation into these products and services, nevertheless, during 
economic or financial crisis circumstances, it is the antidote to the shrinking domestic 
market. 
The decrease in the number of Greek SMEs’ during the economic crisis, as it mentioned 
in section 2.2, totally justifies the research findings, as only one out of three SMEs from 
those remaining at the time of the survey (October 2013 ' up to February 2014), is export- 
oriented. On the other hand, the integration of innovation in products and services of the 
Greek SMEs’, could ensure greater penetration in the domestic market compensating for 
the reduced demand that they face. However, the domestic market, due to the severe 
recession that the country has been facing since 2008, unfortunately is an ever-declining 
market, which, in the long term, cannot ensure this advantage. Despite this temporary 
advantage, investment strategies that will be the starting point for the export orientation 
integration, followed by the necessary Innovation Strategies, seems to be the only way 
out for the Greek SMEs. Although this is an easily understood issue, there are however, 
a lot of obstacles that Greek SMEs have to overcome in order to obtain an Export 
Orientation profile. Since access to banking or any other kind of financing is almost non-
existent for Greek SMEs, while at the same time suffering from a serious lack of 
resources, then securing the necessary requirements for Investment Strategies 
implementation is, in fact, extremely difficult. This is the reason why export-oriented 
Greek SMEs are mainly in the tourism sector, and, especially, the hotel industry.  
Therefore, the conclusion concerning export-oriented Greek SMEs, is that excluding the 
hotel industry SMEs which, by nature are considered export-oriented, the SME size is a 
dominant factor which plays a crucial role, revealing that the vast majority of the export- 
oriented Greek SMEs’ are those that are larger. The possible relationship between an 
SME’s size and its export orientation is an issue that needs further study. Finally, this 
study confirms that export-oriented Greek SMEs are clearly more likely to maintain their 
viability and survival under economic crisis circumstances. 
The analysis showed that some of the Greek SMEs’ owners or managers, decided to 
expand their business by operating in new foreign markets, thereby increasing, their 
export orientation. During the Turnaround Process, the successful completion of the 
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Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment determines the firm’s route, in terms 
of human, and other, resources available. 
 
6.6 Research contribution to Knowledge 
 Contribution to Knowledge for the Greek and international 
research community 
The question that needs to be answered here is: how does the present study contribute to 
the Greek and international community’s Knowledge or, what is the value creation for 
the Greek and international research community?  
As mentioned above, the aim of the present study is to add, and improve the 
understanding, on previous existing research approaches, regarding the factors that affect 
the utilization of specific Turnaround Strategies adopted by Greek SMEs’, in a given 
business environment under economic crisis circumstances, in order to achieve their 
survival, viability and sustainability (Avlonitis and Salavou, 2007; Salavou and Avlonitis, 
2008; Daskalakis and Psillaki, 2008; Hajidimitriou and Azaria, 2009; Ho et al., 2010; 
Hubbard et al., 2008; Koufopoulos et al., 2010; Li et al., 2011; Orfanos et al., 2010; 
Spanos et al., 2004; Tikici et al., 2011; Yacuzzi, E., 2012). This accomplishment can be 
broken down into three levels of action: 
• In identifying those factors affecting the utilization of specific Turnaround 
Strategies under economic crisis circumstances, as shown in table 6.3. 
• In identifying a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix, the adoption and 
implementation of which has a significant positive effect on SMEs’ performance 
and Viability. 
• In the creation of a new, valid and reliable measurement instrument, as shown in  
table 6.2. This was achieved through the construction and use of 2 main sets of 
scales for the two main categories of Turnaround Strategies -the Retrenchment vs 
Investment Scale and the Complementary Turnaround Strategies Scale that 
includes 3 subscales (Organizational Change, Market Strategies and Innovation 
Strategies). 
The initial approach was to identify those factors that potentially could affect the 
Turnaround strategies, was based mainly on Turnaround management literature, as 
formulated in chapter two of the present study. According to Robbins and Pearce (1992), 
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the research approach examined both the internal and external aspects of the SMEs’ 
business environment. For reasons that are analysed in detail in chapter 3, the research 
focused on a specific, geographical area (Greek Ionian Islands) which was chosen to be 
the research area in a given time-period (2008-2017) under economic crisis 
circumstances. The research subject was undoubtedly this area’s SMEs with the specific 
characteristics as described in detail above. Despite the fact that Turnaround management 
literature (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Jagafa and 
Wood 2012; Lohrke et al., 2004: Robbins & Pearce, 1992), suggests several (both internal 
and external) business environment factors, however, the primarily statistical process and 
analysis which was based on a small part of the final research’s sample (pilot test), pointed 
out the utilization of the factors as shown in table 6.1, which shows the Turnaround 
Strategies that each one of the internal or external business environment’s factors affect. 
These factors could be divided into two main categories: the internal and external business 
environment factors. Adaptive Cognition, Risk Propensity and Excessive Leverage 
belong to internal business environment factors, while SME Size, Competition Intensity 
and Crisis Effect on SME belong to external business environment factors. The 
relationship between these factors and the identified Turnaround Strategies as shown in 
figure 6.1 (rehypothesized model), or in other words, the relationship between dependent 
and independent variables, through each one regression’s equation, confirm, or not, the 
model’s efficiency. Although tested and published scales (Frese and Fay, 2001; Haynie 
and Shepherd, 2009; Hung and Tangpong, 2010; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993), were used 
to measure the owners’ or managers’ personal profile characteristics, as a part of internal 
factors, however, this could not be applied for the chosen Turnaround Strategies 
characteristics. The lack of such a measurement instrument through which collected 
information (primary data) could reveal the degree of Turnaround Strategies adoption and 
implementation, prompted the researcher to create a new, valid and reliable measurement 
instrument. The Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) was subjected 
to several tests for validity (face and content), reliability, construct validity and internal 
consistency (Neuman, 2003; Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2007; Williams et al., 2010). The 
completion of these tests proved the TSMI’s validity and reliability. 
This study followed the quantitative research method based solely on collected primary 
data and avoided relying on financial statements published, or not, by the Greek SMEs, 
for the following reasons:  
242 
➢ The vast majority of Greek SMEs remain outside the Athens Stock Exchange, 
making it easier to manipulate their financial results for fiscal reasons.  
➢ Few of them due to the adoption of international financial reporting standards 
(IFRS) have reliable financial statements indeed, but the final result is their 
financial statements heterogeneity, and lack of comparability. 
Thus, this study’s contribution is the creation of a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix 
which consists of Turnaround Strategies that correspond to every stage, or phase, of the 
Turnaround Process, like the last one identified in the Turnaround management literature 
(Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Jagafa and Wood 
2012; Lohrke et al., 2004: Robbins & Pearce, 1992). Furthermore, the identification of 
those factors that affect the Turnaround Strategy Mix utilization, as well as the effects of 
that Mix adoption and implementation on the SMEs’ performance and viability. 
Moreover, the SMEs’ owners or managers who face the economic and financial crisis 
will have a better perception of the appropriate Turnaround Strategies required, which in 
turn will contribute to their successful recovery, survival and sustainability. 
 
6.7 Summary 
It could be considered as an achievement and thus the originality for this research the fact 
that, developed based on the main theoretical approaches concerning the Turnaround 
Process and the strategies taking place during this process, a research model which was 
successfully tested under real economy circumstances into which the retrenchment 
strategies have been replaced by the investment ones. Furthermore, the identification of 
those factors affecting the utilization of the proposed specific Turnaround Strategies Mix 
(the identified factors deriving from both the external and internal business environment) 
as well the measurement instrument (TSMI) introduced and developed by the researcher 
for the employed by the Greek SMEs Turnaround Strategies. The initial prerequisite 
course was the identification of the problem, and its integration within the appropriate 
theoretical framework. This was followed by the determination of the subject, the place, 
the time and the economic circumstances. All these were the requirements for the 
research’s model development of which the validity and efficiency were proved by the 
results analysis. This research followed the quantitative research method through which 
the necessary data were collected and processed statistically. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusions 
7.1 Introduction 
The Greek SMEs, as mentioned in section 1.5, comprise of 99.9% of Greek enterprises 
in total, and, for Greek reality, SMEs play an important and active role becoming the 
backbone for the national economy. Greek SMEs, and, furthermore, Ionian Greek SMEs 
could be characterized mostly as micro SMEs, according to their size.  
 
The small size, as well as the limited resources of the Greek SMEs’, had a negative impact 
on the strategies employed by their management. This fact, in conjunction with the 
economic crisis which is strangling the Greek economy for nine consecutive years since 
the year 2008, as well as the competition intensity which pushes the prices of goods and 
services down, led to a great number of Greek SMEs to withdraw from the market, 
significantly contributing to the drastic drop of the Greek GDP. Hence, the Greek SMEs’ 
survival could lead to the containment of negative GDP evolution during the economic 
crisis, and, furthermore, to reversing the negative trend of the country's GDP. 
On the other hand, the Greek business environment could not be characterized, in any 
way, as “friendly” for the SMEs that are operating within it. Insufficient capital resources, 
lack of access to bank credit, or any other kind of financing, combining  with a 
simultaneous lack of government support, makes the Greek SMEs vulnerable business 
organizations. Considering this, the identification of a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix 
which can be adopted and implemented by the Greek SMEs’ could significantly 
contribute to the reversal of this situation and lead them to survival. 
This present study’s research framework concerns the factors that affect a specific 
Turnaround strategy mix which could be adopted by the Greek SMEs’ in order to cope 
with economic or financial crisis, and, furthermore, to achieve their survival and viability. 
 
The research focused on the Greek Ionian islands SMEs, deriving from the main business 
activity sectors that make up the Ionian Islands region GDP, and studied the factors, as 
well as the extent to which they affect a specific Turnaround Strategy Mix, under the 
condition that the Turnaround process had to include the investment strategy instead of 
the retrenchment strategy. 
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7.2 Conclusions from the Empirical Research 
In this study, the researcher investigated the identification of a specific Turnaround 
Strategy Mix for the Ionian Greek SMEs, as well as the factors affecting the utilization 
of those Turnaround Strategies that compose the Strategy Mix, during economic crisis 
circumstances. The research examined the Turnaround Strategies that were employed in 
the proper Turnaround Strategies Mix for the Ionian islands Greek SMEs’ recovery, 
relying mainly on the Robbins and Pearce (1992) Turnaround Model. For the needs of 
the needs of the present study, a different conceptual approach was introduced by 
replacing the Retrenchment Strategies with Investment ones. Furthermore, the researcher 
investigated the impact of the employed Turnaround Strategies on the Ionian islands 
Greek SMEs’ performance and viability. The study identified, as critical six factors that 
affect the specific formulated Turnaround Strategy Mix, which, in turn, had a significant 
impact on the Ionian islands Greek SMEs’ Performance and viability 
• The SME owners or managers’ personal profile characteristics and more 
specifically, Adaptive Cognition as well as Risk Propensity. 
• The external business environment as it has been formed due to economic crisis 
impact (“Crisis Effect on the SMEs” is the term used for the present study’s 
purposes). 
• The SMEs’ size 
• Excessive leverage  
• The level of competition that SMEs are facing in their business environment, or 
Competition Intensity. 
• Export Orientation 
These factors not only define, but also confirm that the Greek SMEs have to operate 
within a multiplex, severely affected by the economic crisis environment. On the other 
hand, what is easily understood is that, SMEs’ owners or managers (external in 
Turnaround management expertise) have to evaluate, analyse and estimate the severity of 
a decline situation in order to implement a successful “Turnaround Process” by adopting 
the proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix taking into consideration the extent to which they 
can influence its effectiveness on their performance and viability.  
According to the researcher’s findings, Greek SME owners’ or managers’ personal profile 
characteristics are positively related with the Turnaround Strategy Mix in which the 
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Retrenchment Strategies have been replaced by the Investment ones. The research results 
showed that Adaptive Cognition, as well as Risk Propensity, are positively related with 
the adoption of the Turnaround Strategy Mix, and, furthermore, with the Greek SMEs’ 
performance and viability. The choice of these specific personal profile characteristics is 
in line with literature (Ghose and Ray, 1997; Haynie and Shepherd, 2009), from the time 
the investment strategies are the requirement for the identified Turnaround Strategy Mix. 
The existence of such personal profile characteristics can offset the drawback in those 
cases where Organizational Change, by hiring external expertise experienced in 
Turnaround management, cannot be realized by the Greek SMEs (due to lack resources), 
formulating the identified strategy mix, which should include investment strategies. 
This study’s results show that the crisis effects impact on the Greek SMEs is negatively 
related to their performance and viability. Furthermore, this negative impact is mitigated 
by the SME size, as the crisis effects impact on the Greek SMEs is also negatively related 
to the SMEs’ size. These findings, regarding this negative relationship between crisis 
effect and the SMEs’ size, as well as their performance and viability, are in line with the 
literature (Spanos et al., 2004). One of the most interesting conclusions regarding this 
research is that the equity to debt ratio (leverage), especially when this index score 
surpasses the 1:1 threshold, which means excessive leverage, is negatively related with 
the Greek SMEs’ performance and viability. Despite having limited access to banking or 
any other kind of financing (during the crisis years) Greek SNEs, however, continue to 
have high debt ratios, regardless of the fact that this phenomenon according to Balios et 
al., (2016) research approach, is positively related to the Greek SMEs’ size.  This study’s 
findings show that when the Greek SMEs’ capital structure is leveraged, or is excessively 
leveraged, then this fact has a negative impact on their performance and viability. This is 
in line with the literature (Balios, et al., 2016; Daskalakis and Psillaki, 2008; Psillaki and 
Daskalakis, 2009) as their studies on the Greek SMEs’ capital structure denote the 
negative relationship between profitability and assets leverage. 
 
Although the Greek SME owners’ or managers’ personal profile characteristics are a 
determinant factor, the Organizational Change, either as a top-level management change 
(in the case of medium SMEs), or through hiring external expertise in Turnaround 
management (in the case of small and micro SMEs), seems to be another crucial and 
determinant factor, as it is positively related with the SMEs’ Performance and Viability. 
The research results show that a successful organizational change is positively related to 
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a successful Turnaround Process, and, furthermore, with a better performance which, 
finally, may ensure the required viability and sustainability for the Greek SMEs. The 
findings regarding the requirement organizational change for the SMEs are in line with 
the Turnaround literature as Cater and Schwab (2008), in their research approach, 
regarding two small family firms in decline, note that “we discovered that the outside 
managers both companies hired during the crisis now either run or are poised to run the 
companies as CEOs during the transition to the next generation”.     
 
The business environment in which Greek SMEs have to operate plays a crucial role in 
their performance and viability. Greek SME owners’ or managers’ perception regarding 
Competition Intensity, leads them either to retrench, or to invest. The research identified 
that Competition Intensity is negatively related to the Greek SME’s performance and 
viability; as a matter of fact, the research results indicate that Greek SMEs’ investment 
policies (as a reaction to competition intensity) directed to enhance Market Strategies and 
Innovation strategies as key components for their Export Orientation strengthening, have 
a significant positive impact on their Performance and Viability.  
Thus, the external business environment, and, furthermore, the competition intensity 
analysis by the Greek SME owners’ or managers’, seems to play a crucial role regarding 
their viability and sustainability. This is in line with the relevant literature, as the research 
approach of Spanos and Lioukas (2001) indicates, that Competition Intensity significantly 
affects the adaptation of business strategies by Greek SMEs’, such as Market and 
Innovation Strategies. This, in turn, denotes the positive relationship between Investment 
Strategies and the firm’s Performance and Viability.  
One of this study’s important conclusion, is related to an SME specific characteristic 
known as “Export Orientation” which shows an SME’s ability to expand its business 
activity beyond the local market limits, achieving significant export activity to other 
countries all over the world.  The research result shows that there is a strong positive 
relationship between the export orientation profile with the identified Turnaround 
Strategy, as well as the achieved performance and viability for those Greek SMEs that 
have developed this profile. In other words, it means that the higher the proportion of 
export sales to the total sales of a Greek SME, the higher the performance rate, ensuring 
therefore its viability and sustainability. The one-way ANOVA analysis which was 
conducted especially for the Greek SMEs, showed that, the export-oriented SMEs 
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compared with the ones that are non-export-oriented, achieve significantly higher 
performance and profitability rates, having ensured their viability and sustainability. This 
conclusion is in line with the literature, as the research approaches of Okpara, (2009) and 
Pearce and Michael, (1997) who denoted that the export-oriented SMEs achieved higher 
performance, profitability, and growth, compared with those that were not export-
oriented.  
Finally, a significant conclusion deriving from the results of this research is that all the 
Turnaround Strategies assisted each other, and, specifically, the investment instead of 
retrenchment strategy and, in turn, these strategies included in the suggested Turnaround 
Strategy Mix can help an SME to achieve better Performance and Viability. On the other 
hand, as was expected, the economic crisis had a negative effect on almost all the 
Turnaround Strategies, as well as on the Performance and Viability of an SME. The extent 
of this negative effect depends on the SME’s size. The larger the SME, the smaller the 
negative effect on the SME. The identification and implementation of a specific 
Turnaround Strategy Mix in which Retrenchment Strategies have been replaced by  
Investment ones, during a Turnaround Process, which have been adopted by a declining 
SME is positively related with the SME’s viability and sustainability.  
The findings show that despite the crisis impact on the SME’s viability, if the other factors 
that affect the utilization of this specific Turnaround Strategy Mix act according to this 
study’s proposed model, then this declining situation can be adverted. The Turnaround 
literature so far, is in line with those findings, as Robbins and Pearce (1992) when 
presenting their Turnaround Model, mentioned that during crisis periods when the causes 
that provoked an economic or financial crisis are derived from the external environment, 
then very few possibilities exist for a successful Turnaround Process if Retrenchment 
Strategies are included in the adopted Turnaround Strategy Mix.  
From this point of view, the present study was based on this essential ascertainment of 
the Robbins and Pearce (1992) research approach, in order to investigate the impact of 
this specific Turnaround Strategy Mix on the SMEs’ performance and viability through 
replacing the Retrenchment Strategies with the Investment ones. As this positive 
relationship confirmed by the results analysis, the investment strategies utilization instead 
of retrenchment ones, during economic crisis circumstances that were provoked due to 
external causes, form one of the present study’s more interesting conclusion.      
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7.3 Researcher’s Aims and Objectives Achievement  
This present study investigated the effectiveness of the implementation of specific 
Turnaround Strategies on the Greek SMEs’ Performance and Viability in the context of 
the business environment that Greek SMEs operate in conjunction with the factors that 
affect the implementation of those strategies. Furthermore, the aims of the research were:  
• To identify the factors that affect the adoption and implementation of those 
Turnaround Strategies that could lead Greek SMEs to survival, and, furthermore, 
to achieve their sustainability during economic crisis circumstances. 
• To study the impact on the Greek SMEs’ performance and viability of a specific 
Turnaround Strategy Mix in which investment strategies could be employed 
instead of retrenchment ones.   
Based on the literature review section 2.3.3, the present study identified theoretically the 
factors that lead (affect) to the specific Turnaround Strategies implementation, while the 
empirical research confirmed the connection between those factors with the research 
model’s Turnaround Strategy Mix and its impact on the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs’ 
Performance and Viability. This empirical research results showed that, depending on the 
SME size the negative effect of the crisis on the proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix could 
be moderate (The larger the SME the smaller the negative effect) which, in turn, means 
that the adopted Strategy Mix exerts a positive impact on the SMEs’ Performance and 
Viability. On the other hand, the Competition Intensity during economic crisis 
circumstances showed an increase of the negative effect of the crisis (The larger the 
competition, the smaller the market share and the yearly turnover) on the proposed 
Turnaround Strategy Mix, which, in turn, means, according to Robbins and Pearce (1992), 
that the possibilities for a successful Turnaround Process are minimal. Thus, a non-
successful Turnaround Process cannot lead SMEs to viability and better performance 
rates. Excessive leverage was found to have a positive connection with the Turnaround 
Strategy Retrenchment vs Investment as a larger amount of retrenchment was then needed 
to moderate the relatively high interest expenses due to leverage. This fact, in conjunction 
with the limited access to finance that SMEs are facing (OECD, 2008), leads, to under 
economic crisis circumstances (crisis effect), for the SMEs to adopt a Turnaround Process 
focused on Retrenchment Strategies with very few possibilities for success. The Greek 
Ionian Islands SMEs’ owners’ or managers’ personal profile characteristics are mainly 
connected with the Turnaround Strategy Organizational Change. This research’s results 
showed that Greek micro SMEs due to lack of resources, have to rely on their on their 
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owners’ or managers’ personal profile characteristics in order to estimate the severity of 
a Turnaround Situation, and, furthermore, to initiate Turnaround Strategies focused on 
the Investment Strategies employment by meaning to invest on Innovation (Procedures 
and products) and Market Strategies as well with specific emphasis to export orientation. 
This positive impact of those personal profile characteristics on the proposed Turnaround 
Strategy Mix also has a positive influence on the SMEs’ Performance and Viability. The 
same positive influence on the SMEs’ Performance and Viability was found to exert the 
Export Orientation as a Market Strategy.  
 
The empirical research’s results were derived from the statistical analysed collected data. 
The analysis confirmed the link between the identified factors and the Turnaround 
Strategies as mentioned above. The data were collected with the use of a closed type 
questionnaire which was distributed to a random stratified sample of 550 Greek Ionian 
Islands SMEs, operating in several sectors of business activity. The conclusions that 
resulted from the empirical research’s completion show whether, and to what extent, the 
aims and objectives of this research have been achieved. Τhe Turnaround Strategy Mix, 
as well as the six factors that affect the utilization of this strategy mix adopted by the 
Greek SMEs’, were the key factors for the research’s model formulation which had to be 
tested for its effectiveness. Since the research results confirmed the positive relationship 
between the research’s model functionality on the Greek SMEs’ performance and 
viability, it could be argued that the aims and objectives of the present study have been 
achieved. Thus, the fundamental questions, and, furthermore, the present study’s main 
aim (to answer if it is possible for the Greek SMEs operating under deep economic 
recession circumstances, and, facing phenomena of decline, to ensure their survival, and, 
if so, to suggest the appropriate Turnaround Strategy Mix that Greek SMEs should adopt 
in order to cope effectively with the economic crisis), have been answered and efficiently 
achieved.  
 
7.4 Implications – Future Research 
Regarding future implications, this study has succeeded in evaluating the effect of the 
Turnaround Strategies Mix on the Performance and Viability of SMEs’ in the volatile 
environment of recession in Greece, as well as the identification, of those factors that 
affect the utilization of the adopted Turnaround Strategies Mix. Moreover, it has shown 
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the importance of the TSMI and the Turnaround Strategy Mix, as well as, demonstrating 
its further use. Thus, this research could be used in other regions of Greece, or even in 
other countries that also face  recession circumstances. It doesn’t only serve the purpose 
of explaining, but also helps with choosing which Turnaround Strategies an SME should 
follow during recession, in order to return to profitable outcomes. The proved reliability 
of the Instruments can be very useful for research on SMEs’ and their Turnaround 
Strategies. 
Future researchers can use this model either as it is, or by implementing other factors and 
variables too. Further research could also be carried out to test the research’s model 
validity across the Ionian Islands. Finally, it may be useful for the implementation of 
those variables and factors determined by these instruments on SMEs, or evolve the TSMI 
and the model used for SMEs for other businesses, such as large enterprises. This model 
can be used by government organizations, business advisors or the SMEs’ managers, to 
measure the level of effectiveness of each Strategy. Although this research adds a reliable 
instrument to the already existing knowledge basis of scales’ (measurement instruments), 
further research should be carried out to investigate the relationship between the TSMI 
and the SME’s Performance and Viability. 
On the other hand, the present study’s results as those obtained by the use of the proposed 
model, which have proven to be valid and reliable, could be used by other Greek regions 
SMEs’ or even by other countries SMEs’ that cope with financial or economic crisis 
circumstances. 
 
7.5 Research’s Contribution to Knowledge (Originality) 
This present study aims to add and improve the understanding of research approaches that 
so far have been focused on analysing the adopted strategies by SMEs (Ho et al., 2010; 
Li et al., 2011; Tikici et al., 2011) as a response to the financial and economic crisis. The 
step forward concerns: a) the identification of those factors that affect the utilization of 
specific Turnaround Strategies adopted by Greek SMEs’ during economic crisis 
circumstances and, b) the specific Turnaround Strategies Mix based on the analysed 
literature review implementing one of the thoughts expressed by Robbins and Pearce 
(1992) which has not been studied until now. Το that purpose, the researcher proceeded 
to investigate the impact of the proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix on the Greek SMEs’ 
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Performance and Viability, by replacing the Retrenchment Strategies with Investment 
ones. During this empirical research, the researcher had to overcome a significant 
obstacle: to identify or to create the appropriate Turnaround Strategies measurement 
instrument in order to evaluate the impact of those factors on the specific Turnaround 
Strategy Mix and, furthermore, on the SME’s Performance and Viability. A significant 
lack of applied knowledge on the availability of measurement instruments has been noted 
by several researchers (Barker & Duhaime, 1997; Beeri, 2009). The need for such 
measurement instruments, particularly for SMEs, using evidence from Greece, and taking 
into consideration the effects of the economic crisis, is clearly obvious. Thus, the present 
study adds a valid and reliable measurement instrument to the already existing knowledge 
base.  
From this point of view, this study’s originality lies in: a) The identification of those 
factors that affect the utilization and implementation of a specific Turnaround Strategies 
Mix. These factors are derived from both the internal and the external business 
environment within which the business organization operates. b) The utilization of a 
specific Turnaround Strategies Mix as determined in Turnaround literature review with 
particular emphasis on Investment Strategies instead of Retrenchment Strategies and, c) 
The creation of a new Turnaround Strategies measurement instrument in order to collect 
and process primary data. Finally, it adds and improves the existing conceptual 
framework of previous research (Avlonitis and Salavou, 2007; Salavou and Avlonitis, 
2008; Daskalakis and Psillaki, 2008; Hubbard et al., 2008; Hajidimitriou and Azaria, 
2009; Koufopoulos et al., 2010; Orfanos et al., 2010; Spanos et al., 2004; Yacuzzi, 2012) 
for the adopted strategies by the Greek SMEs’. 
The researcher’s model efficiency, which has been tested under economic crisis 
circumstances, brings together all the necessary characteristics in order to answer, or not, 
the research question concerning the factors affecting the utilization of the proposed 
Turnaround Strategies Mix. In other words, the SME owners’ or managers’ personal 
profile characteristics could lead Greek SMEs that operate in a given business 
environment (intensive competition, excessive leverage, crisis effects) to higher 
performance rates, viability and sustainability with the use of a specific Turnaround 
Strategies Mix. The answer to the research question justifies the conduct of this empirical 
research, of which, obviously, the purpose is not to evaluate the accuracy of the existing 
research approaches in the field of Turnaround management but to add to, and improve 
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the understanding of Turnaround Strategies utilization whose adoption and 
implementation could be affected by several factors. 
 
7.6 Methodology – Research’s Instruments 
This present study is based on a quantitative research method and primary data collected 
from 209 SMEs located in the Ionian Islands in Greece. Two main scales of 36 items in 
total were included in the questionnaire. The “Retrenchment vs Investment” scale 
includes 14 items and seeks to identify if the SME responded to the financial crisis with 
Retrenchment or Investment actions. Retrenchment vs Investment, as part of a 
Turnaround Process, requires specific actions, according to the Turnaround literature, in 
order to be successful. The “Complementary Turnaround Strategies” scale includes 22 
items in 3 subscales: the “Organizational Change” subscale that includes 9 items, and 
seeks to identify any Organizational Changes in the SME’s structure, the “Market 
Strategies” subscale that includes 6 items, and seeks to identify the SME’s employed 
Market Strategies and the “Innovation Strategies” subscale that includes 7 items, and 
seeks to identify the SME’s Innovation Strategies employed. The items of the first scale 
“Retrenchment vs Investment” were about retrenchment guidelines, such as cost-cutting 
(i.e. personnel, operating expenses, fixed assets reduction, product mix and inventory 
reduction), distribution channels and business units’ reduction, as well as investments 
ones, such as business expansion or joint venture capital, or holdings in other companies. 
The items of the second scale “Complementary Turnaround Strategy scale”, which was 
divided into 3 subscales, were about top management level changes, operational 
restructuring for the Organizational Change subscale, product mix change, customer 
target group change and Export Orientation for the Market Strategies subscale, innovative 
technologies, production procedures, product mix diversification and new products 
development for the Innovation Strategies subscale.    
In order to gain valuable information about each strategy’s scale items content, and the 
specific actions included in these sets of strategies (organizational change, retrenchment 
vs investment, market strategies, and innovation strategies), face-to-face interviews were 
conducted with 15 managers of SMEs that had successfully implemented Turnaround 
Strategies. The survey was conducted from October 2013 to February 2014. A random 
stratified sample of 550 Greek SMEs from the Ionian Islands was created by the 
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researcher, and 550 questionnaires -that included the scales’ items- were distributed to 
SMEs from different business sectors. The survey yielded 352 responses, from which 209 
were valid for further statistical process and analysis. Therefore, the survey yielded 209 
usable responses, providing a response rate of 38%. The responses’ categorization by 
business sector is depicted in section 3.4.1 and table 3.3. 
 
7.7 Limitations of the Study 
The contribution of the present study is important as it adds to the already existing 
knowledge base in the field of Turnaround Management, however, the following 
limitations have to be reported. 
As this survey was conducted strictly within the Turnaround literature framework 
following the stages, or the phases of the Turnaround process and the strategies that 
generally agreed participate in this process (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Chowdhury, 2002; 
Jagafa and Wood, 2012; Robbins and Pearce, 1992), an alternative research approach 
could be developed enriching the research’s model by adding more variables that were 
not included. 
The adjusted R² score (table 6.3), as revealed from the multiple linear regression 
equations for hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 3, could be more explanatory for the dependent 
variable if an alternative version of the research’s model employs more factors. 
As discussed above, the formulated research sample included Greek Ionian Islands SMEs 
from every sector of business activity. Furthermore, the survey was based on 
questionnaires completed by the Ionian Islands Greek SMEs’ owners or managers that 
employed Turnaround Strategies. However, these collected data, through questionnaires, 
and, specifically, financial type of data, could not being cross-referenced for their 
accuracy, as up to this moment, the vast majority of the Greek SMEs’, are not legally 
obliged, to publish this kind of (financial mainly) data. The research’s sample was drawn 
from SMEs operating and participating in every business sector activity during the 
research period. Of course, SMEs that had already been closed or had withdrawn from 
the market were excluded, as it was not possible to include them in this research despite 
the researcher’s wish. 
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Eventually, this research was conducted during the period between the years 2011 and 
2016 under economic crisis circumstances, by analysing data collected from October 
2013 to February 2014, from the Greek Ionian Islands SMEs. Therefore, special attention 
should be paid to any attempt to generalize the results of this research for other types of 
firms or different regions, countries or under different economic circumstances. 
The fact that this research was conducted by the researcher in the Greek Ionian Islands’ 
region, during the period of October 2013 to February 2014, is a limitation that suggests 
the need for further research in other Greek regions or other countries. 
Finally, the fact that the research was conducted during the recent economic crisis 
between the year 2008 and the year 2017 is a limitation in itself, as this research’s results 
need to be tested for longer periods, including not only the crisis years, but also time 
periods before the beginning of the crisis, as well as time periods after the end of the 
current economic crisis. Certainly, the above-mentioned limitations do not affect the 
reliability, the validity, or the accuracy of this research, which focused on studying and 
identifying the factors affecting the utilization of Turnaround Strategies under economic 
crisis circumstances. 
 
7.8 Conclusions 
According to O.E.C.D (2009) and O.E.C.D (2013) annual reports, the larger the size of 
the SME the smaller the negative impact on its performance and viability due to economic 
crisis circumstances. For the Greek reality, the vast majority of the Greek SMEs are micro 
SMEs, and, therefore, their survival is a vital issue not only for them, but also for the 
Greek economy as a whole. 
The Turnaround Strategy Mix suggested by the present study can lead SMEs to 
performance improvement and viability in order to achieve their survival under economic 
crisis circumstances. The present study approached the proposed Turnaround Strategy 
Mix, which was based on different studies by several researchers, by replacing 
Retrenchment Strategies by Investment ones. 
The proposed Turnaround Strategy Mix is not enough in itself to achieve and ensure the 
SMEs’ survival. The factors identified in the present study which affect the Strategy Mix 
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utilization, need to be analysed each time in conjunction with the firm’s declining 
situation severity evaluation. The experience, or not, in Turnaround Management of the 
SMEs’ managers or owners who have to carry out this Turnaround Process is, in fact, the 
connection link. Besides, the cause that makes a mix successful is the measure and the 
symmetry concerning the concept of perfection, or success (Socrates 469-399 B.C.). 
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Appendix A 
Questionnaire 
 
Turnaround Strategies Effectiveness Research in Greek SMEs 
during Recession for the period 2008 – 2013. 
Dear Mr/ Mrs 
The recession, as a result of the economic crisis, experienced by our country from 
2008 onwards has resulted in the creation of an unfavourable economic environment and 
highly complex problems for the functioning of the Greek SMEs based on their specific 
characteristics and the availability of resources towards them. 
The attached questionnaire, suggested by the researcher for completion, is part of 
a doctoral thesis at the University of Bolton, which aims to explore the extend at which 
the Greek SMEs have been hit by recession, identify rescue – turnaround strategies used 
by them and assess the effectiveness of each of these strategies for their performance and 
viability, always in association with the specific characteristics of their leadership. 
The completion of the doctoral thesis requires the conduct of academic research 
in which framework collected data will be processed, ensuring absolute anonymity. The 
questionnaires are anonymous and are collected exclusively for academic and not 
commercial purpose. After their collection they lose any correlation with you personally 
or your business. The anonymity and the protection of your data are fully secured and 
constitute a basic principle of the present research. 
In addition to my personal appeal, I would like to stress the importance of 
completion of this research, the results of which will especially facilitate the leadership 
and executives of SMEs, in their effort to ensure the survival of Greek SMEs during 
recession. 
Thank you particularly for your participation in the survey, through the 
completion of the following questionnaire, the completion of which does not require more 
than 20 minutes. 
 
The researcher 
Ilias P Parginos 
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Adoption of Rescue Strategies 
 
 
 
Do you consider that your business was affected by the 
crisis in a degree that a turnaround is required? 
Yes X No  
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Part One – Administration Characteristics 
A. Participants’ Demographic Characteristics 
A1 Please select your gender: 
Male X Female  
A2 Please select your age group: 
17 to 25  26 to 35 X 36 to 45  
46 to 55  56 or greater    
A3 
Please select your level of studies: 
Up to 
Secondary 
Education (up 
to High School) 
 Technical 
Education – 
Lower Tertiary 
Education 
(IEK, 
Technical 
Schools) 
 Higher 
Education 
– Bachelor 
(ΑΤΕΙ, 
ΑΕΙ) 
 Post-
Graduate 
Level 
X Doctoral  
A4 
Please select the main object of your studies: 
Legal 
 
Economics/ 
Management 
 
IT/ New 
Technologies 
 
Medical/ 
Paramedical 
 
Classical Studies 
 Science X Polytechnics  
Technical/ 
Technological 
Studies 
 
General 
Education 
 Other      
A5 Do you have a master’s degree in Business Administration (ΜΒΑ) 
Yes  No X 
A6 Please select the total years of your employment: 
Up to 5  6 to 10 X 11 to 15  
16 to 20  21 to 25  26 to 30  
31 to 35  Over 35    
A7 What is your relation with the company that you are managing?  
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Owner X 
Co-owner  Employee  Employee with 
bonus on profits 
 
If you are co-owner, at what rate do you own the company: 
1-25% 
 26-50%  51-75%  76-99%  
A8 Please not the total years which you have been active as a businessman: 
Never  Up to 5 X 6 to 10  
10 to 15  16 to 25  Over 25  
A9 Please note the year which you operate as owner/ co-owner of the business concerned: 
Up to 5 X 6 to 10  10 to 15  
16 to 25  Over 25    
Α10 
Please select your average monthly income from your employment in the business: 
Up to 1,200 Euros 
X 
1,201 to 1,700 
Euros 
 
1,701 to 2,200 
Euros 
 
2,201 to 2,700 
Euros 
 
2,701 to 3,200 
Euros 
 
3,201 to 4,200 
Euros 
 
4,201 to 5,200 
Euros 
 
Over 5,200 
Euros 
 
 
B. Leadership Characteristics Scales 
B1 Personal Initiative (Frese & 
Fay, 2001; Frese et al. 1997). 
Includes 6 questions. 
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Please rate your agreement with 
the following statements in a 
scale from 1 to 7, where 1 = I 
totally disagree and 7 = I totally 
agree: 
I attack at problems in order to solve 
them.  
   X    
When something goes wrong, I 
immediately search for a solution. 
     X  
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I do not miss the opportunities that 
are presented to me for active 
participation in an initiative.  
    X   
I take initiatives very quickly, even 
when others hesitate. 
   X    
I immediately use the opportunities 
presented to me, in order to achieve 
my goals. 
    X   
I usually do more that is asked of 
me. 
   X    
I am extremely good at realising my 
ideas. 
   X    
B2 Generalized Self Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & 
Hallum, 2008). Includes 10 questions. 
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Please rate the extent of truth of the following 
statements. The rate is from 1 to 4, where 1 = Not true 
at all and 5 = Totally true 
 
I always manage to solve difficult problems, if I try enough.   X  
When someone opposes me I can always find ways to do what 
I want. 
 X   
I find it easy to remain focused to my goals and realise my 
plans. 
 X   
I believe in myself, that I can deal with unexpected events 
effectively. 
  X  
Fortunately, due to my ingenuity, I always know how to 
handle unexpected situations. 
 X   
I can solve most problems, if I try enough.   X  
When I face difficulties I remain calm, because I can rely on 
my abilities. 
  X  
When faced with a problem, I usually find several solutions.   X  
If I am forced to face a difficult situation, I can usually think 
of ways to do it. 
  X  
Regardless of what happens to me, I can usually handle it.   X  
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Β3 The Generic Job Satisfaction Scale (Macdonald & 
Maclntyre, 1997).  Includes 10 questions. 
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 Please rate at what extent the followings occur at your work 
environment. 
 
The rate is from 1 to 5, where 1 = Not at all and 5 = Very much. 
In my work environment, I get along with other people.     X 
In my work all my talents and skills are used.    X  
I feel good about my work.    X  
In my job I enjoy recognition when I do something well.    X  
I feel good that I am working in this organisation.    X  
I feel psychologically close to other members of the organisation.    X  
I feel secure in maintaining my position.    X  
I believe that the people of the organisation with which I work care 
about me. 
   X  
Overall, I think that my work is good for my health.    X  
My financial remuneration is good.    X  
Β4 "General Risk Propensity in Multifaceted 
Business Decisions” (Hung, & Tangpong, 2010). 
This is a transformation of the scale of Jaworski 
και Kohli (1993). Includes 10 questions. 
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Please rate your agreement with the following statements 
in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally disagree and 7 = I 
totally agree 
I think it is worth taking great risks because they can bring better 
results.      X  
For me the best plan is one that does not contain risks. 
 X      
I love to gamble, even if that means I might fail. 
    X   
Although an innovation can promise great results, I do not want 
to be the first to try it. I would rather wait until it has been tested 
and proven effective before I apply it. 
 X      
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When I have to take a decision which contains risk, I would 
prefer to follow the safest route, even if it leads to limited 
profits. 
  X     
I like trying new things, even though I know some of them will 
disappoint me.   X     
To achieve greater profits, I am willing to assume greater risks. 
    X   
I prefer a proven, rather than a modernist, approach, although 
the latter is more likely to give better results in the end.  X      
I like to apply a plan, only when I am sure it will work. 
     X  
Looking for new experiences, even if their results are uncertain. 
    X   
Questions 2, 4, 5, 8 and 9 are of inverted coding. 
Β5 "Entrepreneurial Intensity” (Gundry & 
Welsch, 2001). Includes 8 questions. 
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally 
disagree and 7 = I totally agree 
Factor 1 – Entrepreneurial Intensity        
I do whatever is necessary to support my business.      X  
I will do whatever it takes for my business to succeed.      X  
I would made every possible effort, without timeline, to 
support my business. 
     X  
My business is the most important activity in my life.      X  
Factor 2 – Opportunity Costs        
I prefer to have my own business than to earn more working 
for someone else. 
      X 
I prefer to have my own business than to follow another 
promising career. 
      X 
I am willing to make considerable personal sacrifice in order 
to keep my business alive. 
     X  
I would work for someone else only for that much time as I 
would need to set up my own business. 
      X 
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Β6 “Need for Achievement” (Smith, 1973). 
Includes 10 questions. 
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally 
disagree and 7 = I totally agree 
I do not think I am good at trying.   X     
I would rather admire a winner than to win myself.  X      
Incentives do more harm, than good.  X      
In an unfamiliar situation does not pay to be pessimistic.      X  
It is never better to choose one’s own challenges.  X      
I do not care what others do, I follow my own path.  X      
Even an excellent gambler cannot do much with a bad hand.     X   
In today’s world, there is not a lot of competition among 
people.  
 X      
Sometimes people try more than they should, it is best to let 
life flow. 
    X   
Most people are chasing success to earn the respect of others.      X  
Statements in Bold signal high Need for Success; statements without Bold signal low Need 
for Success.  
This scale is proposed by Smith in the form of True–False, where each participant 
responds with True or False in each statement. For the sake of uniformity, Ι chose a seven-
answer scale, although this decision will be reconsidered. 
Β7 “Locus of Control” (Mueller & Thomas, 
2000). Includes 10 questions. 
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally agree 
and 7 = I totally agree 
To succeed I must be lucky to be in the right place at the right 
time. 
    X   
Largely my life is controlled by random events.  X      
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When I succeed in what I want, it is usually because I am 
lucky. 
 X      
My life is determined by my own actions.      X  
When I succeed in what I want, it is usually because I have 
tried very hard for it. 
     X  
It is not wise to sit and plan what to do in the future, because 
things seem to depend on mishaps. 
 X      
Whether I am successful or not in my life depends mainly on 
my skills. 
    X   
I feel my life is largely determined by the decisions of people 
who have strong positions. 
 X      
I feel that I have control of my life.       X 
Success in business is mostly a matter of luck.  X      
Β8 “Innovativeness” (Mueller & Thomas, 2000).  
Includes 8 questions. 
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally 
disagree and 7 = I totally agree 
I often surprise others with my innovative ideas.    X    
My acquaintances/ partners often ask for my help when they 
undertake with creative activities. 
 X      
I receive more satisfaction by becoming good at a skill than 
when I come up with a new idea. 
     X  
I prefer jobs that require original thought.     X   
I usually continue to perform a new work exactly the way I 
was taught to do. 
    X   
I like jobs that require skills and exercise rather than 
ingenuity. 
  X     
I am not a very creative person.      X  
I like experimenting with different ways to accomplish the 
same thing. 
 X      
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Β9 “Adaptive Cognition” (Haynie & Sherphed, 
2009).  Includes 36 questions. 
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally 
disagree and 7 = I totally agree 
Factor 1 – Establishing Goals        
I often set goals for myself.      X  
I understand that to attain a project related to my goals.      X  
I set specific goals before beginning a project.      X  
When concluding an effort, I ask myself how well I achieved 
my goals. 
   X    
When I do a project, I often check the degree of my progress 
towards my goals. 
  X     
Factor 2 – Metacognitive Knowledge        
I think of different ways to solve a problem and choose the 
best. 
    X   
I check my assumptions about a project before beginning.     X   
I think of how others might react to my actions.     X   
I find myself automatically using strategies that have worked 
in the past. 
    X   
I perform better when I already have knowledge of the 
project. 
     X  
I create my own examples to give better meaning to 
information. 
    X   
I try to use strategies that have worked in the past.      X  
I ask myself questions about the project before I begin.    X    
I try to express the new information with my own words.     X   
I try to divide the problems into smaller ones.     X   
I focus on the meaning and significance of the new 
information. 
     X  
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Factor 3 – Metacognitive Experience        
I think about what it is really needed to accomplish before I 
start a project. 
     X  
We use different strategies as appropriate.      X  
I organise my time so as to achieve in the best possible way 
my goals. 
     X  
I am good at organising information.       X 
I know what kind of information is most important when I 
face a problem. 
      X 
Knowingly I concentrate my attention to important 
information. 
     X  
My instinct tells me when the given strategy I use will be more 
effective. 
     X  
I rely on my intuition to formulate strategies.       X 
Factor 4 – Metacognitive Selection        
I wonder if I have thought all possible solutions when I solve 
a problem. 
      X 
After I finish a project, I wonder if there was an easier way.     X   
I wonder if I had thought about all my options after I solve a 
problem. 
    X   
I review my affairs if I happen to get confused.      X  
After I finish a project, I wonder if I learnt all that I could.      X  
Factor 5 - Observation        
I periodically review in order to be able to understand the 
important relationships. 
    X   
I stop and review information that is not clear.   X     
I realise the strategies used when running a project.   X     
I find myself analysing the usefulness of a given strategy 
while executing a project. 
   X    
I find myself stopping repeatedly to check my level of 
understanding of the problem or situation I encounter. 
  X     
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When executing a project, I ask myself questions about how 
well I get along. 
  X     
I stop and re-read when confused.    X    
 
 
 Part Two – Business Unit 
C. Profile of Business unit 
C1 
Please select the types of activity in which the company is engaged: 
Primary Production 
 Manufacturing  Wholesale Trade  Retain Trade  
Services outside 
Commerce 
X       
C2 
Please note the number of employees that the company employs in the current period:  
Up to 5 employees 
X 6 to 10  11 to 25  
26 to 50 
 51 to 100  Over 100  
C3 
Please note the number of sub-units included in the business: 
1 
 2-3  4-5  Over 5  
C4 
Please note the number of years that the company is active: 
Up to 1 year 
 1-3  4-6 X 7-10  
11-15 
 16-25  Over 25    
C5 
Is the company formally bankrupt? Yes  No X 
C6 
The company… Yes No 
 
… has been entered article 99:  X 
 …has received emergency financial help from the state 
or other transnational organisation. 
 
X 
 …has been acquired in full or in part, by another 
company. 
 
X 
 …has been merged with another company  
X 
 …has achieved the favourable conclusion of 
agreements/ arrangements with banks to repay its debts. 
 
X 
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C7 What is the ratio of Loans (L) to Equity (E) 
(Fractions: L/E) 
Less than 1/1  
More than 1/1 and less than 2/1  
More than 2/1 and less than 3/1 X 
3/1 or More  
 
D. Measure Scales of Organisational Variables 
D1 Perceived Competition (Dedman & Lennox, 2009 )   N o n e
  O n e t o
 
T h r e e T h r e e t o
 
S e v e n
 
E i g h t o r m o r e 
Regarding the basic category of products/ services produced/ 
provided by the organisation, how many direct competitors you are 
facing right now in the market? 
 X   
 
Regarding the basic category of services provided by the organisation, how 
big do you think is the risk to encounter competition from companies that 
are not active at this time in the market? Please select 
one 
1. Low – It would be very difficult to get new competitors in the market 
X 
2. Medium – There are companies that could enter the market but there are 
barriers to entry (e.g. costs)  
3. High – New competitors in the market could easily enter 
 
 
If your raise the prices of your basic services by 10% above their current 
levels, and given that your competitors do not alter the current prices of 
the respective services, what of the following would happen to Sales: 
 
 
Please select 
one 
1. No change in sales 
 
2. Sales will fall slightly 
X 
3. Sales will fall significantly 
 
4. The majority of sales will be lost 
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D2 Impact of Crisis on SMEs. It has been based, in 
a small degree, on the scale of Lopez, Anton & 
Cervino (2012). It has been adapted to suit 
better Greek SMEs. 
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Please rate the extent of the negative impact of the 
economic crisis, on the following enterprise sizes, where 
1 = Not at all and 5 = Very high. 
What was the extent of the negative impact of the 
economic crisis on the following enterprise sizes: 
The demand for products and services sold/ provided.  X      
The purchasing power of its customers.  X      
The sales.  X      
The availability of the necessary raw materials and 
products from its suppliers. 
 X      
The ability of the company’s suppliers to provide credit.   X     
The ability of operating income to cover operating 
expenses. 
  X     
The earnings before interest and taxes.   X     
The net profit (profit after tax and interest).  X      
The profit margin per product sold/ service.        
The return on capital/ investment within the business unit 
(deposits, bonds, shares, interests in other companies). 
  X     
The company’s ability to liquidate assets without losses of 
time and money. 
 X      
The company’s ability to invest. X       
The ease of raise lending/ borrowing. X       
The quality of lending/ borrowing terms. X       
The company’s ability to service its debt. X       
The height of its total debt to third parties other than the 
State. 
X       
The height of its total debt to the State. X       
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The total debt of third parties other than the State (e.g. 
Customers) to the company. 
X       
The total debt of the State towards the company (e.g. VAT 
retention). 
 X      
The costs of maintaining the assets. X       
The general market sentiment and confidence with 
customers and suppliers doing business. 
X       
D3 Basic Turnaround Strategy Scale  
Retrenchment vs Investment 
How did your company reacted in the 
conditions created from this economic 
crisis? 
Please select the phrase that completes your 
opinion more correctly the following 
suggestions. 
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  X     …expenditure related to staff. 
  X     …advertising expenditure. 
  X     …expenses related to the rental/ maintenance of 
the installations. 
 X      …money available for maintenance and renewal of 
its equipment. 
  X     …costs for electricity, water and 
telecommunications. 
   X    …variety of products/ services available to its 
customers. 
   X    …the quality standards for the following products/ 
services. 
   X    …the number of customers/ volume of orders that 
can serve a given time. 
   X    …the stockpile of raw materials or consumables 
reserved by the company (in cases of commercial 
enterprises, the inventory of goods. 
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   X    …the frequency and intensity of quality controls. 
   X    …the ability to serve its customers in general. 
   X    …the number of markets served. 
   X    …the capital investments for the development of 
business units. 
   X    …the shareholdings in other companies. 
D4 Auxiliary Turnaround Strategies Scale 
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally 
disagree and 7 = I totally agree 
 
In order to deal with the crisis, the company 
proceeded in… 
Organisational Change        
…changes in person/persons exercising management.    X    
…evaluating of its staff.      X  
…reorganising its operating mode.     X   
…replacing staff members who had reduced 
performance. 
     X  
…getting help from business consultants.      X  
…abolishing old parts and/or creating new ones.      X  
…assigning additional responsibilities (promotion) to the 
most efficient employees and executives. 
    X   
…recruiting experienced/ skilled managers.     X    
Market Strategy        
...changing the customer profile to whom it aims.   X     
…changing the strategy or promotion/ advertising or 
products/ services. 
   X    
…changing the price of its products/ services.    X    
…attracting new customers.      X  
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…ending its cooperation with customers that create 
problems. 
     X  
…investigating the needs of its customers in order to 
serve them better. 
     X  
…changing the object of its activity.    X    
…using of new means of disposal and selling of products/ 
goods/ services in the market (e.g. orders online or by 
phone, in cooperation with other stores, etc). 
     X  
…introducing new products/ goods/ services or renewal 
of existing ones. 
      X 
Sub-scale Export Strategies        
…the entrance into new markets abroad.      X  
…strengthening of its sales to foreign customers.      X  
…designing/ introducing new products/ goods/ services 
specifically for overseas markets. 
     X  
…strengthening the range of products/ goods/ services, 
which are marketed abroad. 
     X  
…collaborating with institutions or companies 
responsible for promotion/ sales of products in foreign 
markets. 
     X  
…promoting products/ goods/ services in foreign 
markets. 
    X   
…strengthening the export of general orientation.      X  
Innovation        
…the integration of new and innovative technologies.       X 
…the adoption of innovative ways of selling.       X 
…the introduction of innovative products/ goods/ 
services. 
      X 
…the search for innovative solutions to reduce operating 
and/ or fixed costs. 
     X  
…the adoption of innovative management principles.       X 
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…the adoption of innovative methods of advertising and 
promoting products/ goods/ services. 
      X 
D5 Measuring of Performance 
Performance of Small and Medium 
Sized Enterprises – Based on Roach’ 
scale (2011) 
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 – I totally 
disagree and 7 = I totally agree: 
The overall business performance met my expectations. 
     X  
The overall business performance surpassed that of the 
main competitors. 
     X  
I am very satisfied with the overall performance of the 
enterprise. 
     X  
 
Please select in a scale of -3 to +3, where -3 = Much 
Lower and +3 = Much Higher 
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Compared with your main competitors …. 
…the total amount of sales of the company.    X    
…the total amount of the company’s earnings before 
interest and taxes. 
   X    
…the company’s ability to raise capital.    X    
…the availability and quality of the company’s staff.   X     
…the company’s total debt.    X    
D6 
Τhe company sells products/ goods services to foreign customers 
 
Yes  No X 
 
If you answered Yes to the previous question, what percentage of the total sales 
represent sales to customer abroad? 
0-25%  26-50%  51-75%  76-100% 
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D8 Scale of Perceived Current Viability 
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Please rate your estimation for a series of sizes about the 
company this year. The rate is from 1 = It is very low to 
7 = It is very high 
Today… 
D7  
Business Export Orientation Scale  
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Please rate your agreement with the following 
statements in a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = I totally 
disagree and 7 = I totally agree 
 
The main target market for the products/ goods/ services of 
the company, is foreign. 
 X      
The majority of the company’s sales is directed to foreign 
markets. 
 X      
The company actively cares for the promotion of products/ 
goods/ services abroad. 
 X      
The company aims in the future to strengthen its presence in 
foreign markets. 
 X      
The majority of the company’s revenues derive from the sale 
of products/ goods/ services abroad. 
 X      
The foreign market is more relevant now than that of the 
domestic. 
 X      
The company participates in international fairs and advertised 
in catalogues/ magazines/ websites of international interest. 
 X      
If business is not export, it would not be sustainable.  X      
External customers are majority among the clients of the 
business. 
 X      
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Factor 1 – Human Resources        
…the adequacy of the number of employees to meet 
operational needs. 
     X  
…the quality of human capital (education and skills).      X  
…the performance of employees.     X   
...the response of employees to the goals of the management.     X   
…the volume of complaints from employees to the 
management. 
   X    
Factors 2 – Capital Goods        
…the adequacy of facilities (size, location, etc.) to cover the 
company’s needs. 
       
…the quality/ functionality of the business premises.     X   
…the adequacy of equipment and technical infrastructure 
(hardware, PC, cars, etc.) for the needs of the business. 
    X   
…the quality/ functionality of equipment and logistical 
infrastructure (machinery, PC, cars, etc.). 
   X    
…the level of maintenance of machinery installations and 
logistics (machinery, PC, cars, etc.). 
    X   
...the degree of renewal/ renovation of machinery and 
technical infrastructure (hardware, PC, cars, etc). 
   X    
Factors 3 – Capital Adequacy         
…the adequacy of the company’s funds to cover its operating 
requirements. 
   X    
…the adequacy of the company’s capital for new investments 
in the business unit. 
   X    
…the adequacy of the company’s capital to cover loan 
obligations. 
   X    
…the frequency with which the financial obligations of the 
company are paid late because of inability to pay. 
   X    
…the company’s ability to raise new funds through 
borrowing. 
   X    
…the company’s ability to service its debt.    X    
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…the total debt of the company.    X    
Factor 4 – Production Ability        
…the ability of the company to produce/ sale products or 
provide services to meet demand. 
   X    
…the quality of produced/ sold products/ goods/ services.    X    
…the cost per produced product/ service, or, in the case of a 
commercial enterprise, the cost per product sold. 
   X    
…the ability of the company to respond quickly to a sudden 
increase in demand for produced/ sold products/ goods/ 
services. 
   X    
…the inventory of raw materials and consumables, or in the 
case of commercial enterprises, goods. 
   X    
…the range of products/ goods/ services produced/ sold/ 
provided by the company. 
   X    
Factor 5 – Position in the Market        
…the volume of sales.     X    
…the share in the basic market where the company operates.    X    
…the competition.    X    
…the number of “stable” customers.    X    
...the proportion of customers that complain.    X    
…the company’s brand recognition in the market.    X    
Factor 6 - Economic Efficiency        
…the turnover of the enterprise.    X    
…the profit before interest and taxes.    X    
…the net profit (profit after interest and taxes.    X    
…the ability of operating income of the company to cover its 
operating expenses. 
   X    
…the average profit rate per product/ good/ service sold.    X    
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D9 Perceived Future Viability Scale 
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Please rate your assessment on how a range of 
enterprise sizes are to develop in a year from now. 
The rate is from -3 = Will reduce a lot to +3 = Will 
increase a lot 
In one year from today… 
Factor 1 – Human Resources        
…the adequacy of the number of employees to meet 
operational needs. 
   X    
…the quality of human capital (education and skills).     X   
…the employees’ performance.     X   
...the response of employees to the management’s goals.    X    
…the volume of complains from employees to 
management. 
   X    
Factor 2 – Capital Goods        
…the adequacy of facilities (size, location, etc.) to cover 
the company’s needs. 
   X    
…the quality/ functionality of the company’s premises.    X    
…the adequacy of equipment and technical infrastructure 
(hardware, PC, cars, etc.) for business purposes. 
   X    
…the quality/ functionality of equipment and logistical 
infrastructure (machinery, PC, cars, etc). 
   X    
…the level of maintenance of machinery installations and 
logistics (machinery, PC, cars, etc.). 
   X    
...the degree of renewal/ renovation of machinery and 
technical infrastructure (hardware, PC, cars, etc.). 
   X    
Factor 3 – Capital Adequacy         
…the adequacy of the company’s capital to cover its 
operating requirements.    X    
…the adequacy of the company’s capital for new 
investments in the business unit.    X    
…the adequacy of the company’s capital to cover loan 
obligations.    X    
…the frequency with which the company’s financial assets 
are paid late because of failure.    X    
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…the company’s ability to raise new funds through 
borrowing.    X    
…the company’s ability to service its debt. 
   X    
…the company’s total debt. 
   X    
 
Factor 4 – Production Capability        
…the ability of production/ sale of products or provision 
of services to meet demand.    X    
…the quality of produced/ sold products/ goods/ services.     X   
…the cost per produced products/ service, or, in the case 
of commercial enterprise, the cost per good sold.    X    
…the company’s ability to response quickly to a sudden 
increase in the demand of products/ goods/ services 
produced/ sold. 
   X    
…the inventory of raw materials and consumables, or, in 
the case of commercial enterprise, goods.    X    
…the range of products/ goods/ service produced/ sold/ 
provided by the company.    X    
Factor 5 – Position in the Market        
…the volume of sales.      X   
…the company’s share in the basic market where the 
company operates.    X    
…the competition.    X    
…the number of “stable” customers.    X    
...the proportion of the customers who complain.    X    
…the company’s brand recognition in the market.    X    
Factor 6 - Economic Efficiency        
…the turnover of the enterprise.    X    
…the profit before interest and taxes.    X    
…the net profit (profit after interest and taxes.    X    
…the ability of operating income of the company to cover 
its operating expenses.    X    
…the average profit rate per product/ good/ service sold.    X    
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Appendix B 
Multiple linear regression analysis results (Regression-ANOVA-
Coefficients) 
 
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/ CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
POUT (.10/NOORIGIN/DEPENDENT D2/ 
METHOD=ENTER D1_3items C2. 
 
 
Regression 
Notes 
Output Created               
Comments                 
            
F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 
209 
      Data     
No Missing Values, Recoded with 
composite.sav 
      Active Dataset   Data Set 1     
      Filter     <none>     
      Weight     <none>     
      Split File     <none>     
      
N of Rows in Working Data 
File   209   
Missing Value 
Handling   Definition of Missing   User-defined missing values are treated 
            as missing     
            
Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing 
      Cases Used   values for any variable used 
            
REGRESSION/MISSING 
LISTWISE/STATISTICS 
            
COEFF OUTS R 
ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
Syntax           
POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT 
D2/ 
            METHOD=ENTER D1_3items C2. 
      Processor Time       00:00.08 
      Elapsed Time       00:00.08 
Resources     Memory Required   26,816 bytes    
      
Additional Memory 
Required for Residual Plots 0 bytes     
               
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
 
Variables Entered/Removeda 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 
1 
Please note the employees’ 
number that your business 
employs this period  
Perceived Competitionb 
 Enter 
a. Dependent Variable: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
b. All requested variables entered. 
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Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 .293a .086 .077 1.03556 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Please note the employees’ number that your business employ 
this period  
Perceived Competition 
 
ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 20.823 2 10.412 9.709 .000
b 
Residual 220.912 206 1.072   
Total 241.735 208    
a. Dependent Variable: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Please note the employees’ number that your business employ  
Perceived Competition 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model 
1 
(Constant) 
Perceived Competition 
Please note the employees’ number that your business employs this period  
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
B 
1 
(Constant) 4.554 
Perceived Competition .270 
Please note the employees’ number that your business employs this period  -.262 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Std. Error 
1 
(Constant) .357 
Perceived Competition .107 
Please note the employees’ number that your business employs this period  .071 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model t 
1 
(Constant) 12.744 
Perceived Competition 2.531 
Please note the employees’ number that your business employs this period  -3.671 
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REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/ 
CRITERIA=PIN (.05) POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D3/METHOD=ENTER D2    B4 B9 C7. 
 
Regression 
Notes 
Output Created               
Comments                 
      Data      
F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 
209 
           
No Missing Values, Recoded with 
composite.sav 
      Active Dataset   Data Set 1     
      Filter     <none>     
      Weight     <none>     
      Split File     <none>     
      
N of Rows in Working Data 
File   209   
Missing Value 
Handling   Definition of Missing   User-defined missing values are treated 
            as missing     
            
Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing 
      Cases Used   values for any variable used 
            
REGRESSION/MISSING 
LISTWISE/STATISTICS 
            
COEFF OUTS R 
ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN (.05)  
Syntax           
POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT 
D2/ 
            METHOD=ENTER D2 B4 B9 C7. 
      Processor Time       00:00.08 
      Elapsed Time       00:00.05 
Resources     Memory Required   27,840 bytes   
      
Additional Memory 
Required for Residual Plots  0 bytes     
               
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Sig. 
1 
(Constant) .000 
Perceived Competition .012 
Please note the employees’ number that your business employs this period  .000 
a. Dependent Variable: Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Coefficientsa 
Model 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 
1 
(Constant)  
Perceived Competition .169 
Please note the employees’ number that your business employs this period  -.245 
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Variables Entered/Removeda 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 
1 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E) 
Crisis Effect on SMEs, Adaptive 
Cognition, Risk Propensityb 
. Enter 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Investment 
vs Retrenchment 
b. All requested variables entered. 
 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
1 .589a .347 .334 .61632 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Loans to Equity ratio (L/E), 
 Crisis Effect on SMEs, Adaptive Cognition, Risk Propensity 
 
 
ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 41.186 4 10.296 27.107 .000b 
Residual 77.490 204 .380   
Total 118.676 208    
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Loans to Equity ratio (L/E), Crisis Effect on SMEs, Adaptive 
Cognition, Risk Propensity 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardised Coefficients 
B Std. Error 
1 
(Constant) 2.521 .438 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -.212 .040 
Risk Propensity .176 .038 
Adaptive Cognition .277 .069 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E) -.136 .064 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Standardized 
Coefficients 
t 
Beta 
1 
(Constant)  5.758 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -.303 -5.306 
Risk Propensity .291 4.635 
Adaptive Cognition .248 4.012 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E); -.127 -2.135 
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REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/ 
CRITERIA=PIN (.05) POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Organ_Change/ 
METHOD=ENTER B4 B9. 
 
Regression 
Notes 
Output Created               
Comments                 
      Data     
F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 
209 
            
No Missing Values, Recoded with 
composite.sav 
      Active Dataset   Data Set 1     
      Filter     <none>     
      Weight     <none>     
      Split File     <none>     
      
N of Rows in Working Data 
File   209   
Missing Value 
Handling   Definition of Missing   User-defined missing values are treated 
            as missing     
            
Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing values for any variable used 
      Cases Used    
            
REGRESSION/MISSING 
LISTWISE/STATISTICS 
            
COEFF OUTS R 
ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
Syntax           
POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT 
D4/_Organ  
            _Change METHOD=ENTER B4 B9. 
      Processor Time       00:00.09 
      Elapsed Time       00:00.06 
Resources     Memory Required   26,736 bytes   
      
Additional Memory 
Required for  0 bytes     
      Residual Plots         
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Sig. 
1 
(Constant) .000 
Crisis Effect on SMEs .000 
Risk Propensity .000 
Adaptive Cognition .000 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E) .034 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
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Variables Entered/Removeda 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 
1 
Adaptive Cognition, Risk 
Propensityb 
. Enter 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
b. All requested variables entered. 
 
 
 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 .305a .093 .084 1.24526 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Risk Propensity 
 
 
 
 
ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 32.694 2 16.347 10.542 .000b 
Residual 319.441 206 1.551   
Total 352.135 208    
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Risk Propensity 
 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
1 
(Constant) 1.180 .742  1.591 .113 
Risk Propensity .170 .075 .163 2.270 .024 
Adaptive Cognition .389 .138 .202 2.809 .005 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
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Notes 
Output Created               
Comments                 
      Data     
F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 
209 
            
No Missing Values, Recorded with 
composite.sav 
      Active Dataset   Dataset 1     
      Filter     <none>     
      Weight     <none>     
      Split File     <none>     
      
N of Rows in Working Data 
File   209   
Missing Value 
Handling   Definition of Missing   User-defined missing values are treated 
            as missing     
            
Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing 
      Cases Used   values for any variable used 
            
REGRESSION/MISSING 
LISTWISE/STATISTICS 
            
COEFF OUTS R 
ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
Syntax           
POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT 
D4_Organ 
            _Change METHOD=ENTER B4 B9 D3. 
      Processor Time       00:00:00.09 
      Elapsed Time       01:00:00.06 
Resources     Memory Required   27,264 bytes   
      
Additional Memory 
Required for  0 bytes     
      Residual Plots         
 
 
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recorded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Organ
_Change METHOD=ENTER B4 B9  D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 01:00:00.05
Resources Memory Required 27,264 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies METHOD=ENTER D3  D4_Organ
_Change.
Processor Time 00:00:00.08
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 26,736 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recorded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies METHOD=ENTER D3  D4_Organ_
Change D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.11
Elapsed Time 01:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,264 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Innova-
tion_Strat. /METHOD=ENTER D3 D4_Organ_
Change.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 26,736 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Innova
tion_Strategies METHOD=ENTER D3  D4_Organ
_Change D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.07
Resources Memory Required 27,264 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Innova
tion_Strategies METHOD=ENTER D3  D4_Organ
_Change D2 C7.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.05
Resources Memory Required 27,840 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies METHOD=ENTER D3  D4_Organ
_Change D4_Innovation Strategies.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.05
Resources Memory Required 27,264 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5
/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.05
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.05
Resources Memory Required 26,736 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5
/METHOD=ENTER D2 D3 D4_Market_Strategies.
Processor Time 00:00:00.05
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,264 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5b
/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D4_Innovation_Strategies D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.11
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.10
Resources Memory Required 27,264 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_
34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D4_Innovation_Strategies D2 D5b.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.05
Resources Memory Required 27,840 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5
/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D4_Innovation_Strategies D2 C7.
Processor Time 00:00:00.05
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,840 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_
total_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strat.
D4_Innovation_Strategies D2 C7 D5.
Processor Time 00:00:00.08
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 28,496 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_
total_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strat.
D4_Innovation_Strategies D2  C7. 
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,840 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies /METHOD=ENTER D2  C7  D4_Inno-
vation_Strategies D3 D4_Organ_Change. 
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 28,496 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies /METHOD=ENTER  D4_Innovation_
Strategies D3 D4_Organ_Change D2  B9  B4 
Processor Time 00:00:00.13
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.10
Resources Memory Required 29,200 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies /METHOD=ENTER  D4_Innovation_
Strategies D3 D4_Organ_Change  B9  B4 
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.07
Resources Memory Required 28,496 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Innova-
tion_Strategies /METHOD=ENTER B4 B9.
Processor Time 00:00:00.08
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.11
Resources Memory Required 26,736 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies /METHOD=ENTER D3 D4_Organ_
Change D4_Innovation_Strat D2 D1_3items.
Processor Time 00:00:00.13
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.09
Resources Memory Required 28,496 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market
_Strategies /METHOD=ENTER D3 D4_Organ_
Change D4_Innovation_Strat D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.13
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.07
Resources Memory Required 27,840 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5
/METHOD=ENTER D3 D4_Market_Strategies
D2  C7.
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,264 bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D2  C7  D5.
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.08
Resources Memory Required 27,840  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D2  C7  D5b.
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.08
Resources Memory Required 27,840  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D5.
Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.07
Resources Memory Required 26,736  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D5  D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.08
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D2  D5b.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5b
/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D2  C7.
Processor Time 00:00:00.08
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.05
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5b
/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.20
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.18
Resources Memory Required 26,736  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D2  D5b.
Processor Time 00:00:00.05
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
POUT (.10/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D3/METHOD=ENTER D4_Organ_Change D2 C7 B4 B9. 
Regression 
 
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Organ_
Change /METHOD=ENTER  B4  B9  D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.00
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.02
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D3
/METHOD=ENTER  D4_Organ_Change
D2  C7  B4  B9.
Processor Time 00:00:00.02
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.03
Resources Memory Required 28,496  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Variables Entered/Removeda 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 
1 
Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on 
SMEs, Loans to Equity ratio (L/E) 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, Risk Propensityb 
 Enter 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Investment 
vs Retrenchment 
b. All requested variables entered. 
 
 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 .600a .360 .345 .61153 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E); Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change, Risk Propensity 
 
ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 42.759 5 8.552 22.868 .000
b 
Residual 75.916 203 .374   
Total 118.676 208    
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Loans to Equity ratio 
(L/E); Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, Risk Propensity 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients 
B Std. Error 
1 
(Constant) 2.445 .436 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change .070 .034 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -.213 .040 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E) -.138 .063 
Risk Propensity .164 .038 
Adaptive Cognition .249 .070 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Standardized 
Coefficients 
t 
Beta 
1 
(Constant)  5.608 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change .121 2.051 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -.304 -5.368 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E) -.128 -2.171 
Risk Propensity .271 4.297 
Adaptive Cognition .223 3.576 
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                             Coefficientsa 
Model 
 
Sig. 
1 
(Constant) .000 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change .042 
Crisis Effect on SMEs .000 
Loans to Equity ratio (L/E)  .031 
Risk Propensity .000 
Adaptive Cognition .000 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
   
 
 
 
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA 
/CRITERIA=PIN (.05) POUT (.10/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Innovation_Strat 
/METHOD=ENTER D4_Organ_Change B4 B9. 
 
Regression 
 
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Innova-
tion_Strat/METHOD=ENTER  D4_Organ_Change
B4  B9.
Processor Time 00:00:00.03
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.06
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Variables Entered/Removeda 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 
1 
Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround 
Strategy: Organizational Change, 
Risk Propensityb 
 Enter 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
b. All requested variables entered. 
 
 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 .615a .379 .370 1.04051 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change, Risk Propensity 
 
ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 135.259 3 45.086 41.644 .000b 
Residual 221.946 205 1.083   
Total 357.205 208    
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Adaptive Cognition, Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change, 
Risk Propensity 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
B Std. Error Beta 
1 
(Constant) .542 .623  
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change .450 .058 .447 
Risk Propensity .230 .064 .219 
Adaptive Cognition .294 .118 .152 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model t Sig. 
1 
(Constant) .870 .385 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 7.726 .000 
Risk Propensity 3.618 .000 
Adaptive Cognition 2.496 .013 
a. Dependent Variable: Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
 
 
 
 
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Market_Strategies 
/METHOD=ENTER D4_Organ_Change D3 D4_Innovation_Strat D2 B9. 
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Regression 
 
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
 
 
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D4_Organ_
Change/METHOD=ENTER  D3_Innovation_
Strategies D2  B9.
Processor Time 00:00:00.02
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.03
Resources Memory Required 28,496  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5b
/METHOD=ENTER  D4_Organ_Change D3
D4_Innovation_Strat D2  D4_Market_Strategies.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.03
Resources Memory Required 28,496  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5b
/METHOD=ENTER  D4_Market_Strategies D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.00
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.02
Resources Memory Required 26,736  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D2  D5b.
Processor Time 00:00:00.00
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.04
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA /CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
POUT (.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5b/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies 
D4_Innovation_Strat D2. 
 
Regression 
 
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
 
Variables Entered/Removeda 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 
1 
Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround 
Strategy: Innovation, Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategiesb 
. Enter 
a. Dependent Variable: Performance Relative to Compet.           
b. All requested variables entered. 
 
 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 .489a .239 .228 1.09884 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation, Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
 
 
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D5b
/METHOD=ENTER  D4_Market_Strategies 
D4_Innovation_Strategies D2.
Processor Time 00:00:00.06
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.08
Resources Memory Required 27,264  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 77.882 3 25.961 21.500 .000b 
Residual 247.528 205 1,.07   
Total 325.410 208    
a. Dependent Variable: Performance Relative to Competition 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation, Turnaround 
Strategy: Market Strategies 
 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
B Std. Error Beta 
1 
(Constant) 4.200 .514  
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies .287 .105 .227 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation .157 .079 .165 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -.423 .071 -.365 
 
 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model t Sig. 
1 
(Constant) 8.163 .000 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 2.732 .007 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 1.997 .047 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -5.945 .000 
a. Dependent Variable: Performance Relative to Competition 
 
 
REGRESSION /MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN (.05) 
POUT (.10) /NOORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total_34it /METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies 
D4_Innovation_Strat D2 D5b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
322 
Regression 
 
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
 
Variables Entered/Removeda 
Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 
1 
Performance Relative to 
Competition, Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on 
SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovationb 
 Enter 
a. Dependent Variable: Viability Present 
b. All requested variables entered. 
 
 
 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 .721a .520 .510 .55006 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Performance Relative to Competition, 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
 
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
REGRESSION/MISSING LISTWISE/STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)
Syntax POUT(.10)/NO ORIGIN/DEPENDENT D8_Pr_total
_34it/METHOD=ENTER D4_Market_Strategies
D4_Innovation Dtrategies D2 D5b
Processor Time 00:00:00.08
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.10
Resources Memory Required 27,840  bytes
Additional Memory Required for 0 bytes
Residual Plots
Notes
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ANOVAa 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 66.812 4 16.703 55.204 .000b 
Residual 61.725 204 .303   
Total 128.537 208    
a. Dependent Variable: Viability Present 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Performance Relative to Competition, Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies, Crisis Effect on SMEs, Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
B Std. Error Beta 
1 
(Constant) 2.805 .296  
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies .109 .054 .137 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation .091 .040 .152 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -.087 .039 -.120 
Performance Relative to Competition .345 .035 .549 
 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model t Sig. 
1 
(Constant) 9.461 .000 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 2.032 .043 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 2.286 .023 
Crisis Effect on SMEs -2.266 .025 
Performance Relative to Competition 9.871 .000 
a. Dependent Variable: Viability Present 
324 
Appendix C  
ANOVA Analysis (Export Orientation) 
 
 
ONE-WAY D3 D4_Organ_Change D4_Market_Strategies D4_Innovation_Strat D2 D5b D8_Pr_total_34it 
BY D6_1/STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES /PLOT MEANS /MISSING ANALYSIS. 
 
 
One-way 
 
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Output Created
Comments
Data F:\N\SPSS\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209
No Missing Values, Recoded with composite.sav
Active Dataset DataSet 1
Input Filter <none>
Weight <none>  
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data File  209
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are treated
as missing
Statistics are based on cases with no missing
Cases Used values for any variable used
ONEWAY D3 D4_Organ_Change D4_Market_
Strategies D4_Innovation_Strat D2 D5b D8_Pr_
Syntax total_34it BY D6_1/STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES
/PLOT MEANS/MISSING ANALYSIS.
Processor Time 00:00:01.98
Resources
Elapsed Time 00:00:01.94
Notes
325 
Descriptives 
 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
No 121 3.5874 .72101 
Yes 88 3.9140 .76458 
Total 209 3.7249 .75535 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
No 121 4.0227 1.24875 
Yes 88 4.5497 1.31683 
Total 209 4.2446 1,.0114 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
No 121 4.9525 .94652 
Yes 88 5.4844 .96151 
Total 209 5.1764 .98633 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
No 121 5.0634 1.30122 
Yes 88 5.5322 1.28128 
Total 209 5.2608 1.31047 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
No 121 4.9327 1.14500 
Yes 88 4.9778 .98441 
Total 209 4.9517 1.07805 
Performance Relative to Competition 
No 121 4.2665 1.30053 
Yes 88 4.6222 1.15470 
Total 209 4.4163 1.25079 
Viability Present 
No 
121 4.8272 .84235 
Yes 88 5.0892 .67715 
Total 209 4.9375 .78611 
 
 
Descriptives 
 Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
No .06555 3.4576 3.7171 
Yes .08150 3.7520 4.0760 
Total .05225 3.6219 3.8279 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
No .11352 3.7980 4.2475 
Yes .14037 4.2707 4.8287 
Total .09000 4.0672 4.4220 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
No .08605 4.7821 5.1228 
Yes .10250 5.2807 5.6881 
Total .06823 5.0419 5.3109 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
No .11829 4.8291 5.2976 
Yes .13658 5.2607 5.8037 
Total .09065 5.0821 5.4395 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
No .10409 4.7266 5.1388 
Yes .10494 4.7692 5.1864 
Total .07457 4.8047 5.0987 
Performance Relative to Competition 
No .11823 4.0324 4.5006 
Yes .12309 4.3775 4.8668 
Total .08652 4.2457 4.5868 
Viability Present 
No .07658 4.6756 4.9788 
Yes .07218 4.9458 5.2327 
Total .05438 4.8303 5.0447 
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Descriptives 
 Minimum Maximum 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
No 1.07 5.71 
Yes 1.00 5.43 
Total 1.00 5.71 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
No 1.00 7.00 
Yes 1.00 7.00 
Total 1.00 7.00 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
No 2.38 6.75 
Yes 1.00 7.00 
Total 1.00 7.00 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
No 1.00 7.00 
Yes 1.00 7.00 
Total 1.00 7.00 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
No 1.10 7.00 
Yes 1.67 7.00 
Total 1.10 7.00 
Performance Relative to Competition 
No 1.00 6.75 
Yes 1.00 7.00 
Total 1.00 7.00 
Viability Present 
No 2.62 6.71 
Yes 3.09 6.59 
Total 2.62 6.71 
 
 
ANOVA 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
Between Groups 5.434 1 
Within Groups 113.241 207 
Total 118.676 208 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
Between Groups 14.149 1 
Within Groups 337.986 207 
Total 352.135 208 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
Between Groups 14.414 1 
Within Groups 187.940 207 
Total 202.353 208 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Between Groups 11.199 1 
Within Groups 346.006 207 
Total 357.205 208 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Between Groups .104 1 
Within Groups 241.631 207 
Total 241.735 208 
Performance Relative to Competition 
Between Groups 6.443 1 
Within Groups 318.966 207 
Total 325.410 208 
Viability Present 
Between Groups 3.499 1 
Within Groups 125.038 207 
Total 128.537 208 
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                                            ANOVA  Mean Square F 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
Between 
Groups 
5.434 9.934 
Within Groups .547  
Total   
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
Between 
Groups 
14.149 8.666 
Within Groups 1.633  
Total   
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
Between 
Groups 
14,414 15.875 
Within Groups .908  
Total   
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Between 
Groups 
11.199 6.700 
Within Groups 1.672  
Total   
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Between 
Groups 
.104 .089 
Within Groups 1.167  
Total   
Performance Relative to Competition 
Between 
Groups 
6.443 4.182 
Within Groups 1.541  
Total   
Viability Present 
Between 
Groups 
3.499 5.792 
Within Groups .604  
Total   
 
 
                                                         ANOVA Sig. 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
Between Groups .002 
Within Groups  
Total  
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
Between Groups .004 
Within Groups  
Total  
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
Between Groups .000 
Within Groups  
Total  
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Between Groups .010 
Within Groups  
Total  
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Between Groups .766 
Within Groups  
Total  
Performance Relative to Competition 
Between Groups .042 
Within Groups  
Total  
Viability Present 
Between Groups .017 
Within Groups  
 
 
 
328 
ONEWAY D3 D4_Organ_Change D4_Market_Strategies D4_Innovation_Strat D2 D5b 
D8_Pr_total_34it BY D6_2 /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES /PLOT MEANS/MISSING ANALYSIS 
/POSTHOC=WALLER (100) ALPHA (0.05). 
 
ANOVA Analysis (Export Orientation - Percent)  
 
One-way  
Notes 
Output Created  
Comments 
 
Input 
Data 
F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 
No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
209 
Missing Value Handling 
Definition of Missing 
User-defined missing values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used 
Statistics for each analysis are based on cases 
with no missing data for any variable in the 
analysis. 
Syntax 
ONEWAY D3 D4_Organ_Change 
D4_Market_Strategies D4_Innovation_Strat 
D2 D5b D8_Pr_total_34it BY D6_2 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
  /PLOT MEANS 
  /MISSING ANALYSIS 
  /POSTHOC=WALLER(100) 
ALPHA(0.05). 
Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:02.42 
Elapsed Time 00:00:02.51 
[DataSet1] F:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
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Descriptives 
 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 95% 
Confidence 
Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Investment vs 
Retrenchment 
0% 119 3.5930 .72906 .06683 3.4607 
1%-25% 40 3.8964 .74739 .11817 3.6574 
26%-50% 15 3.6524 .96244 .24850 3.1194 
51%-75% 8 3.9107 .97472 .34461 3.0958 
76%-100% 27 4.0370 .56569 .10887 3.8133 
Total 209 3.7249 .75535 .05225 3.6219 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
0% 119 4.0179 1.25648 .11518 3.7898 
1%-25% 40 4.7969 1.35184 .21374 4.3645 
26%-50% 15 4.4083 1.12348 .29008 3.7862 
51%-75% 8 3.9375 1.67172 .59104 2.5399 
76%-100% 27 4.4259 1.19255 .22951 3.9542 
Total 209 4.2446 1.30114 .09000 4.0672 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Market Strategies 
0% 119 4.9548 .95402 .08745 4.7816 
1%-25% 40 5.6813 .63609 .10057 5.4778 
26%-50% 15 5.3167 .95182 .24576 4.7896 
51%-75% 8 5.0469 1.27814 .45189 3.9783 
76%-100% 27 5.3657 1.20292 .23150 4.8899 
Total 209 5.1764 .98633 .06823 5.0419 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation 
0% 119 5.0546 1.30876 .11997 4.8170 
1%-25% 40 5.7417 1.03497 .16364 5.4107 
26%-50% 15 5.6222 .90296 .23314 5.1222 
51%-75% 8 4.7500 1.96396 .69437 3.1081 
76%-100% 27 5.4074 1.46711 .28235 4.8270 
Total 209 5.2608 1.31047 .09065 5.0821 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
0% 119 4.9460 1.15498 .10588 4.7363 
1%-25% 40 4.9250 .71399 .11289 4.6967 
26%-50% 15 5.5048 1.18841 .30685 4.8466 
51%-75% 8 4.6726 .92842 .32825 3.8964 
76%-100% 27 4.7919 1.12153 .21584 4.3482 
Total 209 4.9517 1.07805 .07457 4.8047 
Performance Relative to 
Competition 
0% 119 4.2773 1.30627 .11975 4.0402 
1%-25% 40 4.5438 1.12644 .17811 4.1835 
26%-50% 15 4.1167 1.14122 .29466 3.4847 
51%-75% 8 5.0625 1.19336 .42192 4.0648 
76%-100% 27 4.8148 1.15107 .22152 4.3595 
Total 209 4.4163 1.25079 .08652 4.2457 
Viability Present 
0% 119 4.8393 .84381 .07735 4.6862 
1%-25% 40 5.0162 .67228 .10630 4.8012 
26%-50% 15 4.9020 .58588 .15127 4.5775 
51%-75% 8 4.9926 .41289 .14598 4.6475 
76%-100% 27 5.2571 .80140 .15423 4.9401 
Total 209 4.9375 .78611 .05438 4.8303 
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Descriptives 
 95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 
Upper Bound 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs 
Retrenchment 
0% 3.7254 1.07 5.71 
1%-25% 4.1355 2.00 5.29 
26%-50% 4.1854 1.00 5.14 
51%-75% 4.7256 2.21 5.43 
76%-100% 4.2608 2.64 5.07 
Total 3.8279 1.00 5.71 
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational 
Change 
0% 4.2459 1.00 7.00 
1%-25% 5.2292 1.00 7.00 
26%-50% 5.0305 2.75 7.00 
51%-75% 5.3351 2.13 6.25 
76%-100% 4.8977 2.00 7.00 
Total 4.4220 1.00 7.00 
Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies 
0% 5.1280 2.38 6.75 
1%-25% 5.8847 4.63 7.00 
26%-50% 5.8438 3.63 7.00 
51%-75% 6.1154 3.38 7.00 
76%-100% 5.8416 1.00 7.00 
Total 5.3109 1.00 7.00 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
0% 5.2922 1.00 7.00 
1%-25% 6.0727 2.67 7.00 
26%-50% 6.1223 4.00 7.00 
51%-75% 6.3919 1.83 7.00 
76%-100% 5.9878 1.00 7.00 
Total 5.4395 1.00 7.00 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
0% 5.1556 1.10 7.00 
1%-25% 5.1533 3.33 6.29 
26%-50% 6.1629 2.90 7.00 
51%-75% 5.4488 2.71 6.00 
76%-100% 5.2355 1.67 7.00 
Total 5.0987 1.10 7.00 
Performance Relative to 
Competition 
0% 4.5144 1.00 6.75 
1%-25% 4.9040 3.00 6.25 
26%-50% 4.7487 1.00 6.00 
51%-75% 6.0602 3.25 7.00 
76%-100% 5.2702 2.75 6.75 
Total 4.5868 1.00 7.00 
Viability Present 
0% 4.9925 2.62 6.71 
1%-25% 5.2312 3.09 6.03 
26%-50% 5.2264 3.65 5.71 
51%-75% 5.3378 4.32 5.62 
76%-100% 5.5741 3.32 6.59 
Total 5.0447 2.62 6.71 
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ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 
Turnaround Strategy: 
Investment vs Retrenchment 
Between Groups 6.232 4 1.558 2.826 
Within Groups 112.444 204 .551  
Total 118.676 208   
Turnaround Strategy: 
Organizational Change 
Between Groups 20.363 4 5.091 3.130 
Within Groups 331.772 204 1.626  
Total 352.135 208   
Turnaround Strategy: Market 
Strategies 
Between Groups 17.434 4 4.359 4.808 
Within Groups 184.919 204 .906  
Total 202.353 208   
Turnaround Strategy: 
Innovation 
Between Groups 18.935 4 4.734 2.855 
Within Groups 338.270 204 1.658  
Total 357.205 208   
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Between Groups 5.933 4 1.483 1.283 
Within Groups 235.801 204 1.156  
Total 241.735 208   
Performance Relative to 
Competition 
Between Groups 11.924 4 2.981 1.940 
Within Groups 313.486 204 1.537  
Total 325.410 208   
Viability Present 
Between Groups 4.195 4 1.049 1.721 
Within Groups 124.342 204 .610  
Total 128.537 208   
 
 
ANOVA 
                                                    Sig. 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
Between Groups .026 
Within Groups  
Total  
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
Between Groups .016 
Within Groups  
Total  
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
Between Groups .001 
Within Groups  
Total  
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
Between Groups .025 
Within Groups  
Total  
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Between Groups .278 
Within Groups  
Total  
Performance Relative to Competition 
Between Groups .105 
Within Groups  
Total  
Viability Present 
Between Groups .147 
Within Groups  
Total  
 
 
332 
Post Hoc Tests 
Homogeneous Sub-sets 
 
Turnaround Strategy: Investment vs Retrenchment 
Waller-Duncana,b,c   
If you answered yes to previous question, what percentage of 
N 
 Subsets for Alpha=0.05 
total sales are sales to foreign markets?     1 
0%           119   3.5930 
1%-25%           40   3.8964 
26%-50%           15   3.6524 
51%-75%           8   3.9107 
76%-100%           27   4.0370 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.     
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size=19.076      
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.        
c. Type 1/Type2 Error Seriousness Ratio=100 
 
       
Turnaround Strategy: Organizational Change 
Waller-Duncana,b,c   
If you answered yes to previous question, what percentage of 
N 
 Subsets for Alpha=0.05 
total sales are sales to foreign markets?     1 
0%           119   4.0179 
1%-25%           40   4.7969 
26%-50%           15   4.4083 
51%-75%           8   3.9375 
76%-100%           27   4.4259 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.     
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size=19.076      
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.        
c. Type 1/Type2 Error Seriousness Ratio=100      
 
Turnaround Strategy: Market Strategies 
Waller-Duncana,b,c   
If you answered yes to previous question, what percentage of 
N 
 Subsets for Alpha=0.05 
total sales are sales to foreign markets?     1 
0%           119   4.9548 
1%-25%           40   5.6813 
26%-50%           15   5.3167 
51%-75%           8   5.0469 
76%-100%           27   5.3657 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.     
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size=19.076      
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.        
c. Type 1/Type2 Error Seriousness Ratio=100      
 
Turnaround Strategy: Innovation 
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Waller-Duncana,b,c   
If you answered yes to previous question, what percentage of 
N 
 Subsets for Alpha=0.05 
total sales are sales to foreign markets?     1 
0%           119   5.0546 
1%-25%           40   5.7417 
26%-50%           15   5.6222 
51%-75%           8   4.7500 
76%-100%           27   5.4074 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.     
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size=19.076      
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.        
c. Type 1/Type2 Error Seriousness Ratio=100      
 
 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Waller-Duncana,b,c   
If you answered yes to previous question, what percentage of 
N 
 Subsets for Alpha=0.05 
total sales are sales to foreign markets?     1 
0%           119     
1%-25%           40     
26%-50%           15     
51%-75%           8     
76%-100%           27     
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.     
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size=19.076      
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.        
c. Type 1/Type2 Error Seriousness Ratio=100      
d. There are no homogeneous subsets for Alpha=0.05     
 
 
Performance Relative to Competition 
Waller-Duncana,b,c   
If you answered yes to previous question, what percentage of 
N 
 Subsets for Alpha=0.05 
total sales are sales to foreign markets?     1 
0%           119   4.2773 
1%-25%           40   4.5438 
26%-50%           15   4.1167 
51%-75%           8   5.0625 
76%-100%           27   4.8148 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.     
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size=19.076      
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.        
c. Type 1/Type2 Error Seriousness Ratio=100      
 
Viability Present 
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Waller-Duncana,b,c   
If you answered yes to previous question, what percentage of 
N 
 Subsets for Alpha=0.05 
total sales are sales to foreign markets?     1 
0%           119   4.8393 
1%-25%           40   5.0162 
26%-50%           15   4.9020 
51%-75%           8   4.9926 
76%-100%           27   5.2571 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.     
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size=19.076      
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.        
c. Type 1/Type2 Error Seriousness Ratio=100      
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Abstract 
This paper focuses on the Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) in Greece, in an 
attempt to create a reliable Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
through a quantitative research that has been carried out during the deep economic 
recession years. In total, thirty-six items distributed in four strategies were determined as 
critical for the SMEs. The result shows the significance of these strategies on survival and 
sustainability. In this TSMI mix, the strategies included are Organizational Change, 
Retrenchment vs Investment, Market Strategies and Innovation. The ability to use this 
measurement instrument is essential for SMEs that operate in Greece amid a perplexed 
business environment. Therefore, this research will contribute to the SMEs’ survival and 
sustainability during financial crisis circumstances.    
Keywords Measurement Instrument, Turnaround Strategy Mix, Economic Recession, 
Greece, Small & Medium sized Enterprises. 
1. Introduction 
The collapse of the real estate market in the US caused a fundamental imbalance between 
financial instruments and real economy, which in turn triggered the global financial crisis 
that also affected Greece, as a result of the domino effect. During these last seven years, 
the local SMEs have suffered the biggest blow. Government policies focus on economic 
austerity, without taking additional measures to counter the effects of the recession. The 
recently adopted measures include: a) increase of taxes, b) reduction of minimum wages, 
and c) decrease of liquidity. According to economist.gr (October 2012), the problems that 
entrepreneurship is facing in Greece will lead SMEs to a dead-end and the Greek 
economy to a deeper downturn.  
 
According to data published by the Small Enterprises’ Institute of the Hellenic 
Confederation of Professionals, Craftsmen and Merchants (IME GSEVEE) in 2012, a 
large number of SMEs (approximately 150,000) withdrew from the market between 2008 
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and 2012. As a result, the number of active SMEs is lower than that of 2008 (beginning 
of the crisis), and even below that of 2005. This led to the reduction of the domestic 
production (cumulatively, 25% for the period 2008-2013), reduction of the yearly 
turnover, rise of unemployment, reduced consumption and reduction of the consumer 
confidence index values. All these effects led to the deterioration of the local economy’s 
macroeconomic indicators. However, many SMEs not only managed to survive, but also 
achieved good economic performance. 
 
Many researchers suggest that there is a relationship between Turnaround Strategies and 
overall performance (Arogyaswami et al., 1995; Barker & Duhaime, 1997; 
Castrogiovanni & Bruton, 2000; Cater &Schwab 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; 
Chowdhury, 2002; Chu & Siu, 2001; Filatotchev & Toms, 2006; Hambrick & Schecter 
1983; Harker, 1998; Jeyavelu, 2009; Li et al., 2011; Lohrke et al., 2004; Murphy, 2008; 
Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Rasheed, 2005; Shapiro, 1989; Sundarsanam & Li, 2001; 
Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Tikici et al., 2011). Thus, since Turnaround Strategies affect 
the SMEs’ performance and viability, the creation of a reliable TSMI is crucially 
important, since it will help them cope with the economic recession effects.          
2. Theory 
Many researchers from the field of Turnaround Management define the term 
“Turnaround” as a process through which troubled companies, by adopting specific 
strategies, return to higher performance rates, profitability, viability and solvency 
(Bibeault,1982;  Hofer, 1980; Grinyer et al., 1988; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Pearce & 
Robbins, 1994; Sudarsanam & Lai, 2001; Choudhury, D.S., 2002; Rasheed S.H., 2005; 
Chathoth et al. 2006; Cater J & Schwab A., 2008; Boyne et al. 2009; Ho et al. 2010; Li et 
al. 2011; Beeri I., 2011). Pandit (2000) defined Turnaround Management Strategies as 
“the actions taken to bring about a recovery in performance in a failing organization”. 
 
These turnaround strategies are part of turnaround management and –furthermore- of 
strategic management, and, in particular, of the school of adaptation strategies (Lawrence 
1995). In the mid ’70s and during the 1980s, many researchers focused on the study of 
turnaround strategies, signaling the beginning of research of corporate recovery 
(Hambrick & Schecter, 1983; Harrigan, 1980; Hofer, 1980; Finkelstein & Hambrick, 
1996; Miles and Snow, 1978; Schendel, Patton and Riggs, 1976; Miller et al., 1984; Porter 
1980). During the following decades, literature on this subject increased significantly. At 
the same time, many researchers focused on specific characteristics or stages of the 
turnaround process, which in turn increased the respective literature volume (Bibeault, 
1982; Slatter, 1984; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Vincent L. Barker and Mark A. Mone, 
1994; Chowdhury, D.S., 2002). Other studies in corporate recovery strategies were 
focused on specific segments of the business world, such as size, ownership status or legal 
form (Rasheed, H. S., 2005; Spanos et. al., 2004).          
  
In the last three decades, a large number of studies were focused on the turnaround 
strategies used by SMEs, representing a great share of the literature on Turnaround 
Management (e.g., Arogyaswami et al., 1995; Barker & Duhaime, 1997; Castrogiovanni 
& Bruton, 2000; Cater &Schwab 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chu & Siu, 2001; 
Filatotchev & Toms, 2006; Hambrick & Schecter 1983; Harker, 1998; Jeyavelu, 2009; Li 
et al., 2011; Lohrke et al., 2004; Murphy, 2008; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Rasheed, 2005; 
Shapiro, 1989; Sundarsanam & Li, 2001; Tikici et al., 2011). 
 
Traditionally, SMEs had to face a series of challenges, such as: increase competition to 
achieve and maintain the competitive advantage, the need to develop and/or adopt 
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innovative processes and products, the need to diversify the product mix, the need to 
develop new products through research and development, as well as the need to 
modernize their procedures in order to increase efficacy and reduce operating costs (EU, 
2007 observatory survey). The research approach of Spanos et al. (2004) focused on 
Greek SMEs and large Greek firms, pointed out that SMEs compared to large firms are 
less able or willing to adopt and carry out strategies when facing a series of challenges.  
 
So far, in the field of Turnaround Management, many research efforts were focused 
mainly on the relationship between Turnaround Strategies and the Firm’s Performance. 
A serious lack, however, has so far been observed in the literature on the creation of a 
TSMI. The first research effort in this field was made by Barker & Duhaime (1997), who 
developed a scale, aiming to capture the actions of corporate management, under the name 
“The extend of Strategic Change”. Another significant research effort was made by Itai 
Beeri (2009), who created a measurement instrument of Turnaround Management 
Strategies in Local Authorities based on Boyne’s (2004) “3Rs” model -Retrenchment, 
Repositioning, Reorganization-, adding 41 new items.    
 
This paper describes the efforts to create a reliable instrument, in order to successfully 
measure the Turnaround Strategies adopted by SMEs and assess their impact on 
performance, viability and sustainability.  
 
3. Methods 
 
Based on the Robbins and Pearce (1992) research approach model and the Turnaround 
Process as a stage theory (Chowdhury, D.S., 2002), a valid and reliable TSMI will enable 
SMEs’ owners/managers to collect all necessary data from the Turnaround Strategies 
implementation. This data statistical analysis will illustrate the impact of the Turnaround 
Strategies on performance and viability during adverse economic circumstances. 
           
In order to gain valuable information about each strategy’s scale items content and the 
specific actions included in these sets of strategies (organizational change, retrenchment 
vs investment, market strategies, and innovation strategies), face-to-face interviews were 
conducted with 15 managers of SMEs that had successfully implemented Turnaround 
Strategies. 
 
This study is based on a quantitative research method and primary data collected from 
209 SMEs located in the Ionian Islands in Greece, during the period of October 2013 to 
February 2014. These SMEs answered “yes” to the first question of the distributed 
questionnaire “Do you consider that your business was affected by the financial crisis in 
a degree that a turnaround is required?” Two main scales for 36 items in total were 
included in the questionnaire. The items of the first scale “Retrenchment vs Investment” 
were about retrenchment guidelines, such as cost-cutting (i.e. personnel, operating 
expenses, fixed assets reduction, product mix and inventory reduction), distribution 
channels and business units’ reduction, as well as investments, such as business expansion 
or joint venture capital, or holdings in other companies. The items of the second scale 
“Complementary Turnaround Strategy scale”, which was divided into 3 subscales, were 
about top management level changes, operational restructuring of the organizational 
change subscale, product mix change, customer target group change for the market 
strategies subscale, innovative technologies, production procedures, product mix 
diversification and products development for innovation strategies.    
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3.1 Construction of Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
 
This study presents a prototype, valid and reliable TSMI for SMEs. It uses 36 items in 
two scales. The “Retrenchment vs Investment” scale includes 14 items and seeks to 
identify if the SME responded to the financial crisis with Retrenchment or Investment 
actions. Retrenchment vs Investment, as part of a Turnaround Process, requires specific 
actions, according to the Turnaround literature, in order to be successful. The 
“Complementary Turnaround Strategies” scale includes 22 items in 3 subscales: the 
“Organizational Change” subscale that includes 9 items and seeks to identify any 
organizational changes in the SME’s structure, the “Market Strategies” subscale that 
includes 6 items and seeks to identify the SME’s market strategies and the “Innovation 
Strategies” subscale that includes 7 items and seeks to identify the SME’s innovation 
strategies. Each scale’s items are illustrated on Table 3.1. 
 
After the construction of the TSMI, the researcher shall proceed to its assessment. The 
concept of the TSMI and its theoretical background were presented to 5 external experts 
for assessment. They suggested some changes in order to improve the instrument’s 
consistency, by altering the last two questions from the Market Strategies scale to the 
Innovation Strategies scale. Moreover, changes to words or phrases were suggested for 
the improvement of the scales’ content. 
 
3.2 Testing the TSMI        
The TSMI had to be subjected to several tests for validity (face and content), reliability, 
construct validity and internal consistency (Neuman, 2003; Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2007; 
Williams et al., 2010). Three hypotheses covered these tests for the new scale in total. 
Hypothesis 1 covered the face and content validity of the scale, Hypothesis 2 covered the 
scale’s construct validity and Hypothesis 3 covered the internal consistency. 
 
According to Beeri (2009), face validity is a consensus method for measuring validity 
and examines whether the theoretical background and TSMI measurement method fit. 
The content validity ensures that the TSMI has included every aspect of the Turnaround 
Management Strategies. Construct validity has to be tested, as the TSMI includes multiple 
indicators. Internal consistency reliability defines the consistency of the results delivered, 
ensuring that the TSMI’s various items -measuring the different constructs- deliver 
consistent scores.   
 
3.3 Sample 
 
The survey was conducted from October 2013 to February 2014. A random stratified 
sample of 550 Greek SMEs from the Ionian Islands was created by the researcher and 
550 questionnaires -that included the scales’ items- were distributed to SMEs from 
different business sectors. The survey yielded 352 responses, from which 209 answered 
“yes” to the first question of the questionnaire “Do you consider that your business was 
affected by the financial crisis in a degree that a turnaround is required?” Therefore, the 
survey yielded 209 usable responses, providing a response rate of 38%. These responses 
include 48 companies from the services sector (22.97%), 5 from constructions (2.39%), 
16 from manufacturing (7.66%), 6 from fisheries (2.87%), 35 from tourism (16.74%), 61 
from retail (29.19%),  
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Table 3.1 Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14 from wholesale (6.70%), 10 from transportation (4.78%), and 14 from other business 
sectors (6.70%). Regarding the respondents’ gender, 164 were male (78.47%) and 45 
were female (21.53%). The distribution of the respondents according to age was: 17-25 
(2.4%), 26-35 (28.4%), 36-45 (25.0%), 46-55 (24.0%), and 56 or above (20.2%). The 
distribution of the respondents’ educational background according to orientation was: 
Legal (1.0%), Economics/Management (31.4%), IT/New Technologies (6.3%), Classical 
Scale 1: Retrenchment vs Investment (14 items)  
 
“How did your business react to conditions created by the economic crisis? Reduced 
or increased?” (Use the score from 1 to 7, where 1 means reduced too much and 7 
means increased too much).  
1) “Personnel expenditure”, 2) “Advertising expenditure”, 3) “Fixed assets rent or 
maintain expenditure”, 4) “Equipment rent or maintain expenditure”, 5) “Operating 
expenses”, 6) “Products variety”, 7) “Quality standards for goods or services”, 8) 
“Number of customers/volume of orders that can serve at a given time”, 9) “The 
available stock of goods or raw materials or supplies”, 10) “The frequency and 
intensity of quality control”, 11) “The ability to serve its customers in general”, 12) 
“The number of markets served”,  13) “The investment capital to develop the business 
unit”, 14) “Its holdings in other companies”. 
Retrenchment vs Investment scale is a single instrument in which exist the emerged 
from the EFA 3 factors.  
 
Scale 2: Complementary Turnaround Strategies (22 items) 
 
To address the crisis, your business, proceeded to…” (Use the score from 1 to 7, 
where 1, means: completely disagree and 7, means completely agree).  
1) “Changes to the top level management team”, 2) “Personnel evaluation”, 3) 
“Operational restructuring”, 4) “Personnel replacement due to reduced performance”, 
5) “Get help from external consultants”, 6) “Eliminate existing business units or 
creation of new ones”, 7) “Promoting efficient employees”, 8) “Recruitment of 
experienced managers”, 9) “Change in customer target group profile”, 10) “Change 
strategy promotion/advertising its products/services”, 11) “Change its 
products/services prices”, 12) “Attract new customers”, 13) “End low value 
customers cooperation”, 14) “Assess customer needs for better service”, 15) 
)“Adoption of new selling innovative processes 16) “Introduction of new 
products/goods/services or the renewal of the existing ones”, 17) “Integration of new 
and innovative technologies”, 18) “New methods implementation for 
products/goods/services sales” 19) “Introducing innovative 
products/goods/services”, 20) “Search for innovative processes to reduce fixed or 
operating costs”, 21) “Innovative management procedures adoption”, 22) “Innovative 
methods of the promotion and advertising its products/ goods/services”,  
 
Complementary Turnaround Strategies (which is dividing into 3 subscales) it is also 
another single instrument in which exist the emerged from the EFA 3 factors. 
Scale 1 and Scale 2 compose the Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument 
(TSMI).  
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(1.3%), Positive Sciences (7.7%), Medical/Paramedical (4.3%), Polytechnic (5.8%), 
Technological (15.0%), General Education (15.9%) and Other (11.1%).  
 
4. Findings  
 
The external experts who suggested the necessary adjustments to the scales’ items 
approved the measurement instrument’s content and validity. They also agreed that the 
TSMI is consistent with the measurement method. Hence, Hypothesis 1 is supported and 
the TSMI has both face and content validity. 
 
In order to test Hypothesis 2, the researcher conducted an Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA). According to Williams et al. (2010), this statistical analysis is applied in research 
to evaluate the construct validity of a scale, test the instrument (i.e. questionnaire), or 
examine the structure or relationship between variables. The Retrenchment vs Investment 
and Complementary Turnaround Strategies are the main scales composing the TSMI. The 
assessment of EFA’s appropriateness proved that the interpretive adjectives for the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin score were 0.852 for the first scale and 0.897 for the second scale. 
These scores have been exceeded therecommended value of 0.60. In addition, Bartlett’s 
test of sphericity for both scales found to be statistically significant at p<0.001. These 
results reveal relatively compact correlations patterns between items which means 
reliable clusters of items. The items were also normally distributed which enhances the 
factorability test. The Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of Eigenvalues showed that 
3 components are present in Retrenchment vs Investment scale. This also confirms the 
Scree Plot observation (see figure 4.1). Based on the rotated component matrix (varimax 
rotation), these components formed TSMI’s first scale, with total explained variance of 
65.425%. According to the items’ content, factor 1 named “Core Capabilities” includes 
items 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, factor 2 named “Marketing and Investments” includes items 2, 12, 
13, 14 and factor 3 named “Variable and Fixed costs includes items 1, 3, 4, and 5. The 
PCA of Eigenvalues showed that 5 components are present in the Complementary 
Turnaround Strategies scale (Eigenvalue >1). By observing the Scree Plot (see figure 4.2), 
the elbow figure indicates that 3 components constitute the ideal solution. This agrees 
with the Turnaround Strategies theory which suggests that, besides 
Retrenchment/Investment, three main categories of TS exist, namely: Organizational 
Change, Market Strategies and Innovation Strategies. Therefore the 3 components 
solution was chosen with total explained variance of 59.074%. According to the items’ 
content, factor 1 named “Innovation Strategies” includes items 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 
factor 2 named “Organizational Change” includes items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 21 and factor 
3 named “Market Strategies”, includes items 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. By conducting the 
PCA method of extraction, TSMI was tested to determine whether any of the components 
used in this research need removal and whether the analysis will be improved after that.  
 
Performing the Pearson Correlation analysis, among the TSMI factors, as shown in table 
4.1, it can be extracted that positive correlations between the Strategies are statistically 
significant at significance level 0.01and range between r=0,23 and r=0,87 operating in a 
similar mode. These values do not also exceed the 0.90 threshold, indicating that factors 
fit with the conceptual model. The theoretical TSMI structure is justified according to the 
EFA and Correlation Matrix results; thus Hypothesis 2 is fully supported and the TSMI 
has construct validity.  
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All TSMI’s scales (including subscales) -emerged after EFA- were reliably analysed 
through several tests. In order to test the TSMI for internal consistency, a Cronbach’s 
alpha analysis was conducted. The results showed that the overall TSMI score was high. 
The first scale’s score was 0.870 and the second scale’s 0.926. As shown in Table 4.1, the 
score between factors ranged between 0.786 and 0.920 and that means high consistency 
among respondents. Thus, the scale is coherent. The equivalence reliability of the TSMI 
was tested using the Spearman-Brown correlation split-half method. The overall TSMI 
score was 0.787 for the scale Retrenchment vs Investment (first scale) and 0.774 for the 
Complementary Turnaround Strategies (second scale). The results prove that the TSMI is 
consistent and has equivalence reliability. 
 
 
N= 209 
 
Mean SD 1 1A 1B 1C 2 2A  2B 2C
1 Investment vs Retrenchment 3.73 0.76 (.870)
1A Core Capabilities 4.03 0.82 .846** (.857)
1B Marketing & Investment 3.97 1.21 .870** .658** (.824)
1C Variable & Fixed Costs 3.03 0.93 .598** .234** .306** (.786)
2 Complementary Turnaround 
Strategies
4.86 1.01 .358** .387** .441** -.066 (.926)
2A Organizational Change 4.27 1.30 .234** 2,82** .318** -.119 .872**(.881)
2B Market Strategies 5.11 1.01 .348** .380** .399** -.030 .794**.515**(.794)
2C Innovation Strategies 5.41 1.23 .364** .353** .428** .011 .845**,537**,653** (.920)
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 4.1 Correlation Matrix for TSMI factors (Cronbach's alpha in parentheses)
Figure 4.1 Scree Plot 
(Retrenchment vs Investment 
scale) 
Figure 4.2 Scree Plot 
(Complementary Turnaround 
Strategies scale)  
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Furthermore, in order to examine the TSMI’s representative reliability scores, the 
participants’ demographic characteristics were analysed. Based on categories of gender, 
age groups and educational background of participants, a one-way ANOVA conducted in 
order to compare, differences in mean values between groups of participants.   
 
The analysis showed that, in 95%, mean values were stable across the groups for both 
TSMI scales. The above findings in total support the hypothesis H3 confirming that the 
TSMI has internal consistency, equivalence reliability and representative reliability.      
   
Discussion  
 
A significant lack of applied knowledge on the availability of a measurement instrument 
has been noted by several researchers (Barker & Duhaime, 1997; Itai Beeri, 2009). The 
aim of this study is to present a TSMI for SMEs, in order to measure the Turnaround 
Strategies and fill the gap in literature. The need for such a measurement instrument -
particularly for SMEs- using evidence from Greece and taking into consideration the 
effects of the economic crisis is clearly obvious. This was achieved through the 
construction and use of 2 main sets of scales for the two main categories of Turnaround 
Strategies -the Retrenchment vs Investment Scale and the Complementary Turnaround 
Strategies Scale that includes 3 subscales. These strategies -used to implement the 
analysis- include Organizational Change, Market Strategies and Innovation Strategies. 
The test results showed that the TSMI is valid and reliable. The reliability of the TSMI, 
which was used in order to collect the data needed for the analysis, was examined by 
calculating each strategy’s Cronbach’s Alpha. All strategies were found to be reliable 
(Very Good), while the Innovation Strategy was found to be Excellent. 
As a result, SMEs that cope with the financial crisis will have a better perception of the 
appropriate Turnaround Strategies, something that will contribute to their successful 
recovery, survival and sustainability 
 
5. Conclusions and Implications 
 
The instrument that was created and used to implement the analysis, the Turnaround 
Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI), was reliable since the different strategies 
were found to be reliable, under the Cronbach’s Alpha.  
 
The contribution of the present study can be divided in 2 categories; the academic and the 
business/practical. The academic effects show the importance of the TSMI and its further 
use. The reliability of the Instrument can be very useful for research on SMEs and their 
Turnaround Strategies, either as it is, or by implementing other variables in the same 
model or even by implementing the variables determined by this instrument to other 
models on SMEs or other businesses. 
 
The business/practical effects revolve around the ability of government organizations, 
business advisors or the managers of SMEs to use this model, in order to measure the 
level of effectiveness of each implemented Turnaround Strategy. 
 
Although this research adds a reliable instrument to the already existing knowledge basis 
of scales’ measurement instruments, further research should be carried out to investigate 
the relationship between the TSMI and the SME’s performance and viability. The results 
of such relationship could be particularly valuable to SMEs’ owners/managers for a 
successful Turnaround process under deep economic recession circumstances. 
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The fact that this research was conducted by the researcher in the region of Ionian Islands 
during the period of October 2013 to February 2014 is a limitation that suggests the need 
for further research in other Greek regions or other countries. 
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KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .852 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square 1550.234 
df 91 
Sig. .000 
 
 
Communalities 
Initial 
Extraction 
…  “Personnel expenditure”. 1.000 .590 
…  “Advertising expenditure”. 1.000 .731 
…  “Fixed assets rent or maintain expenditure”. 1.000 .726 
.… “Equipment rent or maintain expenditure”. 1.000 .664 
…  “Operating expenses”. 1.000 .624 
…  “Products variety”. 1.000 .693 
…  “Quality standards for products/goods/services”. 1.000 .772 
…  “Number of customers/volume of orders that can serve in a given time”. 1.000 .712 
…  “The available stock of goods or raw material or supplies”. 1.000 .256 
…  “The frequency and intensity of quality control”. 1.000 .641 
…  “The ability to serve its customers in general”. 1.000 .655 
…  “The number of markets served”. 1.000 .766 
…  “The invested capital for business units’ development”. 1.000 .794 
…  “Its holdings in other companies”. 1.000 .536 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.767 41.193 41.193 5.767 41.193 41.193 
2 2.197 15.690 56.883 2.197 15.690 56.883 
3 1.196 8.541 65.425 1.196 8.541 65.425 
4 .921 6.579 72.003    
5 .680 4.854 76.858    
6 .579 4.135 80.993    
7 .526 3.759 84.751    
8 .459 3.280 88.032    
9 .446 3.184 91.216    
10 .303 2.167 93.383    
11 .281 2.010 95.393    
12 .264 1.883 97.276    
13 .219 1.563 98.838    
14 .163 1.162 100.000    
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Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total 
% of Variance Cumulative % 
1 3.688 26.345 26.345 
2 3.020 21.574 47.918 
3 2.451 17.506 65.425 
4    
5    
6    
7    
8    
9    
10    
11    
12    
13    
14    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
. 
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Component Matrixa 
Component 
1 2 3 
…  “Personnel expenditure”.  .721  
…  “Advertising expenditure”. .630  -.578 
…  “Fixed assets rent or maintain expenditure”. .336 .782  
.… “Equipment rent or maintain expenditure”. .589 .561  
…  “Operating expenses”.  .694 .309 
…  “Products variety”. .763   
…  “Quality standards for products/goods/services”. .639  .576 
…  “Number of customers/volume of orders that can serve in a given time”. .815   
…  “The available stock of goods or raw material or supplies”. .489   
…  “The frequency and intensity of quality control”. .716   
…  “The ability to serve its customers in general”. .754   
…  “The number of markets served”. .837   
…  “The invested capital for business units’ development”. .832  -.311 
…  “Its holdings in other companies”. .653  -.330 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.a 
a. 3 components extracted. 
 
Rotated Component Matrixa 
Component 
1 2 3 
…  “Personnel expenditure”.   .758 
…  “Advertising expenditure”.  .844  
…  “Fixed assets rent or maintain expenditure”.   .840 
.… “Equipment rent or maintain expenditure”.  .377 .689 
…  “Operating expenses”.   .767 
…  “Products variety”. .760 .339  
…  “Quality standards for products/goods/services”. .872   
…  “Number of customers/volume of orders that can serve in a given time”. .683 .495  
…  “The available stock of goods or raw material or supplies”. .409   
…  “The frequency and intensity of quality control”. .764   
…  “The ability to serve its customers in general”. .730 .349  
…  “The number of markets served”. .517 .703  
…  “The invested capital for business units’ development”. .433 .770  
…  “Its holdings in other companies”.  .667  
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
 
Component Transformation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 
1 .723 .631 .280 
2 -.318 -.055 .946 
3 .613 -.774 .161 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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ROTATION 
  /FORMAT BLANK (.30) 
  /PLOT EIGEN 
  /CRITERIA FACTORS (3) ITERATE 
(25) 
  /EXTRACTION PC 
  /CRITERIA ITERATE (25) 
  /ROTATION VARIMAX 
  /METHOD=CORRELATION. 
Resources 
Processor Time 00:00:00.39 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.32 
Maximum Memory Required 58376 (57.008K) bytes 
[DataSet1] G:\N\Spss\Parginos\Final Database\Final Database 209 No Missing Values - Recoded-with 
composite.sav 
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KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .897 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square 2845.042 
df 231 
Sig. .000 
 
 
Communalities 
Initial Extraction 
…” Changes to the top-level management team”. 1,000 .596 
… “Personnel evaluation”. 1,000 .498 
.… “Operational restructuring”. 1,000 .566 
…  “Personnel replacement due to reduced performance”. 1,000 .449 
… “Get help from external consultants”. 1,000 .619 
… “Eliminate existing business units or creation of new ones”. 1,000 .499 
… “Promoting efficient employees”.  1,000 .406 
… “Recruitment of experienced managers”. 1,000 .653 
... “Change in customer target group profile”. 1,000 .512 
… “Change strategy promotion/advertising its product/services”. 1,000 .536 
… “Change its products/services prices”. 1,000 .438 
… “Attract new customers”. 1,000 .713 
… “End low value customers’ cooperation”.  1,000 .558 
… “Assess customer needs for better service”. 1,000 .502 
… “Adoption of new selling innovative processes”.  1,000 .521 
… “Introduction of new products/goods/services or the renewal of the       
existing ones”. 
1,000 .499 
… “Integration of new innovative technologies”. 1,000 .765 
… “New methods implementation for products/goods/services”. 1,000 .796 
… “Introducing innovative products/goods/services”. 1,000 .766 
… “Searching for innovative processes to reduce fixed and operating 
costs”.  
1,000 .676 
… “Innovative management procedures adoption”. 1,000 .629 
… “Innovative methods of the promotion and advertising its 
products/goods/services”. 
1,000 .798 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative 
% 
1 8.909 40.497 40.497 8.909 40.497 40.497 
2 2.558 11.626 52.122 2.558 11.626 52.122 
3 1.529 6.952 59.074 1.529 6.952 59.074 
4 1.301 5.915 64.989    
5 1.020 4.636 69.626    
6 .869 3.949 73.575    
7 .650 2.956 76.531    
8 .617 2.805 79.336    
9 .565 2.570 81.906    
10 .494 2.245 84.151    
11 .453 2.060 86.211    
12 .421 1.912 88.123    
13 .393 1.785 89.908    
14 .387 1.760 91.668    
15 .342 1.555 93.223    
16 .285 1.295 94.518    
17 .268 1.217 95.735    
18 .265 1.207 96.942    
19 .212 .964 97.906    
20 .196 .892 98.797    
21 .140 .638 99.436    
22 .124 .564 00.000    
 Total Variance Explained 
Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.256 23.893 23.893 
2 4.663 21.196 45.089 
3 3.077 13.986 59.074 
4    
5    
6    
7    
8    
9    
10    
11    
12    
13    
14    
15    
16    
17    
18    
19    
20    
21    
22    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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                                Component Matrixa  
Component 
1 2 3 
…” Changes to the top-level management team”. .517 .573  
… “Personnel evaluation”. .637   
.… “Operational restructuring”. .515 .512  
…  “Personnel replacement due to reduced performance”. .604   
… “Get help from external consultants”. .544 .549  
… “Eliminate existing business units or creation of new ones”. .576 .403  
… “Promoting efficient employees”.  .632   
… “Recruitment of experienced managers”. .605 .517  
... “Change in customer target group profile”. .665   
… “Change strategy promotion/advertising its product/services”. .709   
… “Change its products/services prices”. .350  .521 
… “Attract new customers”. .633  .491 
… “End low value customers’ cooperation”.  .526  .447 
… “Assess customer needs for better service”. .476 -.311 .422 
… “Adoption of new selling innovative processes”.  .683   
… “Introduction of new products/goods/services or the renewal of the       
existing ones”. 
.685   
… “Integration of new innovative technologies”. .774   
… “New methods implementation for products/goods/services”. .774 -.345  
… “Introducing innovative products/goods/services”. .732 -.335 -.343 
… “Searching for innovative processes to reduce fixed and operating costs”.  .706 -.388  
… “Innovative management procedures adoption”. .680   
… “Innovative methods of the promotion and advertising its 
products/goods/services”. 
.782 -.376  
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.a 
a. 3 components extracted. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa Component 
1 2 3 
…” Changes to the top-level management team”.  .762  
… “Personnel evaluation”. .334 .608  
.… “Operational restructuring”.  .700  
…  “Personnel replacement due to reduced performance”.  .586  
… “Get help from external consultants”.  .771  
… “Eliminate existing business units or creation of new ones”.  .655  
… “Promoting efficient employees”.  .390 .431  
… “Recruitment of experienced managers”.  .780  
... “Change in customer target group profile”. .344 .331 .533 
… “Change strategy promotion/advertising its product/services”. .425 .353 .481 
… “Change its products/services prices”.  .336 .554 
… “Attract new customers”. .325  .771 
… “End low value customers’ cooperation”.    .689 
… “Assess customer needs for better service”.   .653 
… “Adoption of new selling innovative processes”.  .527  .444 
… “Introduction of new products/goods/services or the renewal of the       
existing ones”. 
.584   
… “Integration of new innovative technologies”. .826   
… “New methods implementation for products/goods/services”. .852   
… “Introducing innovative products/goods/services”. .850   
… “Searching for innovative processes to reduce fixed and operating costs”.  .770   
… “Innovative management procedures adoption”. .448 .655  
… “Innovative methods of the promotion and advertising its 
products/goods/services”. 
.839   
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
 
 
Component Transformation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 
1 .683 .576 .449 
2 -.528 .814 -.243 
3 -.505 -.071 .860 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Abstract 
Compared to larger organizations, Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) exhibit 
increased vulnerability when operating in a financial crisis environment. It is therefore 
important to identify which strategies can help them navigate safely in such troubled 
economic environments. This paper focuses on SMEs operating in Greece during the 
recession that followed the sovereign debt crisis of 2009, in an attempt to evaluate the 
effect of their Turnaround Strategy mix on their performance and viability. The study 
followed a quantitative research methodology that has been carried out during the deep 
economic recession years from 2013 to 2015. The necessary data were collected with the 
use of Turnaround Strategy Measurement Instrument (TSMI) that included 36 items 
distributed in four strategies, namely: Organizational Change, Retrenchment/Investment, 
Market Strategies and Innovation, all forming an organization's Turnaround Strategy Mix. 
The analysis was carried out via multiple linear regression modelling and the results 
provide strong evidence that the SMEs’ Turnaround Strategy Mix have a significant effect 
on their performance and viability.  
Keywords: Turnaround Strategy Mix, Turnaround Strategy Measurement Instrument, 
Economic Recession, Greece, Small & Medium sized Enterprises. 
1. Introduction 
The real estate market collapse in the US, due to the subprime mortgages that began in 
the summer of 2007 triggered the world’s latest financial crisis. The starting point was 
September 15, 2008, when the US investment bank Lehman Brothers filed for chapter 11 
bankruptcy protection. This caused a fundamental imbalance between financial 
instruments and real economy. In turn, this imbalance triggered the global financial crisis, 
and the business world experienced an unprecedented shock.  
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According to OECD (2009), SMEs are characterized as vulnerable business 
organizations, since they suffer the biggest blow during these financial crisis 
circumstances. In this case, SMEs suffered a drastic drop in demand for their goods and 
services, due to the consumers’ disposable income reduction and tight credit terms, as a 
consequence of reduced liquidity. These factors severely affected SMEs, leading them to 
underperformance, with a significant impact on their cash flows.  
 
This financial tsunami had a domino effect that also affected Greece. The global financial 
crisis, which turned into a debt crisis for most of the European countries and for Greece, 
led government policies focusing on economic austerity measures, without counteracting 
the effects of the recession, and adopting action plans that included: a) increase of taxes, 
b) reduction of minimum wages, and c) decrease of liquidity. According to economist.gr 
(October 2012), during these last seven years, Greek SMEs have suffered the biggest 
blow due to the economic recession. This, in conjunction with the problems that 
entrepreneurship is facing in Greece, shall lead SMEs to a dead-end and the Greek 
economy to a deeper downturn. According to data published by the Small Enterprises’ 
Institute of the Hellenic Confederation of Professionals, Craftsmen and Merchants (IME 
GSEVEE) in 2012, a large number of SMEs (approximately 150,000) withdrew from the 
market between 2008 and 2012 (while this number for the period 2007 – 2013 was 
325.078). As a result, the number of active SMEs is lower than that of 2008 (beginning 
of the crisis), and even below that of 2005. This led to the reduction of the domestic 
production (cumulatively, 25% for the period 2008-2013), the reduction of the yearly 
turnover, rise of unemployment, reduced consumption and reduction of the consumer 
confidence index values. All these effects led to the deterioration of the local economy’s 
macroeconomic indicators. However, many SMEs not only managed to survive, but also 
achieved good economic performance. 
 
Turnaround management researchers, taking these circumstances under consideration, 
suggest that declined organizations should adopt specific Turnaround Strategies (Cater 
&Schwab 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Lohrke et al., 2004; Robbins 
& Pearce, 1992). The relationship between the Turnaround Strategies adopted and the 
firms’ overall performance has been suggested by many authors and researchers 
(Arogyaswami et al., 1995; Barker & Duhaime, 1997; Castrogiovanni & Bruton, 2000; 
Cater &Schwab 2008; Chathoth et al., 2006; Chowdhury, 2002; Chu & Siu, 2001; 
Filatotchev & Toms, 2006; Hambrick & Schecter 1983; Harker, 1998; Jeyavelu, 2009; Li 
et al., 2011; Lohrke et al., 2004; Murphy, 2008; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Rasheed, 2005; 
Shapiro, 1989; Sundarsanam & Li, 2001; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Tikici et al., 2011). 
Thus, since Turnaround Strategies affect the SMEs’ performance, the evaluation of a 
specific Turnaround Strategy Mix on the SMEs’ performance and viability is crucially 
important, since it will help them cope with the economic recession effects. This 
Turnaround Strategy Mix evaluation was made effective with the use of a TSMI.   
          
2. Theory 
 
2.1 Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Many research efforts were focused on the effects of the global financial crisis on SMEs, 
as these play an important role in a country’s economy. Most SMEs have to cope with 
the financial crisis not only to maintain their performance, but also to ensure survival. 
The challenges that SMEs worldwide have to face are: serious cash flow problems, due 
to raw material prices rise, tightening credit access terms and remarkable decline in 
demand for their products and services (Ho et al., 2010; Hodorogel, R., 2009). According 
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to Liu (2009), during the Asia Crisis in 1997 and the current financial crisis, as well, the 
SMEs in the People’s Republic of China (PRC) were negatively affected. The research 
approach of Ho et al. (2010) showed that SMEs in Hong Kong suffered badly. Greek 
SMEs, on the other hand, tend to be more vulnerable under financial crisis circumstances, 
as they face increased borrowing cost (short-term, medium-term, long-term), credit 
access limitation, lack of liquidity, as a consequence of the domestic and global business 
environment, and, finally, demand decline for their products and services. According to 
Hodorogel, R. (2009), one of the adverse effects on the European SMEs was the 
increasing rate of bankruptcies, which, for example, in Romania was doubled for 2009, 
compared to the previous year, while in Greece for the period 2007 to 2013 this rate was 
approximately 38%.     
       
2.2 Turnaround Strategies 
According to Cater & Schwab (2008), Turnaround Strategies could be defined as “a set 
of consequential, directive, long term decisions and actions targeted of the reversal of a 
perceived crisis that threatens the firm’s survival”. Pandit (2000) defined Turnaround 
Management Strategies as “the actions taken to bring about a recovery in performance in 
a failing organization”. Several Turnaround Management researchers concluded that 
underperforming, declined firms should adopt Turnaround Strategies for performance 
recovery and profitability restore. Intense efforts were made by many Turnaround 
Management researchers to identify specific Turnaround Strategies that will help firms 
end their performance deterioration and achieve viability (Barker & Duhaime, 1997; 
Chowdhury, 2002; Hambrick and Schecter, 1983; Hofer, 1980; Lohrke & Bedeian, 1998; 
Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Schendel, Patton, & Riggs, 1976). A firm’s size is also a 
determinant factor, as very small and small enterprises may lack the resources to 
efficiently adopt and implement Turnaround Strategies for performance recovery 
(Koufopoulos et al., 2010; Spanos et al., 2004).  In the last three decades, a large number 
of studies were focused on the turnaround strategies used by SMEs, representing a great 
share of the literature on Turnaround Management (e.g., Arogyaswami et al., 1995; 
Barker & Duhaime, 1997; Castrogiovanni & Bruton, 2000; Cater &Schwab 2008; 
Chathoth et al., 2006; Chu & Siu, 2001; Filatotchev & Toms, 2006; Hambrick & Schecter 
1983; Harker, 2001; Jeyavelu, 2009; Li et al., 2011; Lohrke et al., 2004; Murphy, 2008; 
Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Rasheed, 2005; Shapiro, 1989; Sundarsanam & Li, 2001; Tikici 
et al., 2011).    
    
The Turnaround Strategies’ integration into a process, through which failing firms 
achieve performance recovery, profitability, viability and sustainability, was defined by 
many authors and researchers as “Turnaround Process” (Bibeault,1982;  Hofer, 1980; 
Grinyer et al., 1988; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Pearce & Robbins, 1994; Sudarsanam & 
Lai, 2001; Choudhury, D.S., 2002; Rasheed S.H., 2005; Chathoth et al. 2006; Cater J & 
Schwab A., 2008; Boyne et al. 2009; Ho et al. 2010; Li et al. 2011; Beeri I., 2011). Several 
researchers focused on specific characteristics or stages of the turnaround process, which 
in turn increased the respective literature volume (Bibeault, 1982; Slatter, 1984; Robbins 
and Pearce, 1992; Vincent L. Barker and Mark A. Mone, 1994; Chowdhury, D.S., 2002).  
 
2.2.1   Organizational Change 
 
The top-level management team that will address the poor performance or the failure of 
a firm is crucially important for the turnaround process’s success. Under this assumption 
many researchers suggest that companies should replace the pre-existing management 
team-which might be partly responsible for the decline- with a new and experienced in 
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managing turnaround situations (Hofer, 1980; Bibeault, 1982; O'Neill 1986; 
Castrogiovanni et al., 1992; Robbins & Pearce, 1992; Pearce & Robbins, 1993; 
Arogyaswamy et al., 1995; Chowdhury, 2002; Lohrke et al., 2004). The success of the 
top-level management team in such situations depends on the following: 
 
• The speed and accuracy of identifying the causes (internal and external) that led to 
the decline (turnaround situation & situation severity).  
• The adoption and implementation of the necessary and appropriate turnaround 
strategies, in order to achieve recovery (Lohrke et al., 2004).  
 
As it is claimed by Weitzel and Jonsson (1989), failure of the top-level management team 
to timely and adequately manage the Turnaround Process of the organization will result 
in continuous decline and ultimately financial failure or bankruptcy. 
 
The fact is that relatively few empirical studies have so far investigated the weighty 
importance of selecting the appropriate top-level management team, for the successful 
completion of the Turnaround Process (Slatter, 1984; Mueller and Barker, 1997). Up to 
this date, empirical surveys on Turnaround Strategies focused primarily on the efficiency 
of specific recovery strategies and not on the steps that a management team must take in 
order to implement those strategies (Huff & Reger 1987).  
 
Cater and Schwab (2008) examined the organizational crisis as a factor influencing the 
implementation of Turnaround Strategies for two family-related SMEs. Cater and 
Schwab’s research analysis focuses on two family-related SMEs, a parameter that affects 
the ability of these companies to make top management changes, enlist external experts, 
adopt cost cutting strategies and eventually recover.  
 
2.2.2   Retrenchment/Investment 
 
The stage of Retrenchment or austerity follows Organizational Change and includes 
mostly short-term measures, which are intended to counter organizational decline and 
help the company stabilize. The organization’s stabilization is achieved once decline in 
sales and profit margins stops (Hofer, 1980; Bibeault, 1982; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; 
Pearce and Robbins, 1993; Chowdhury, 2002; Lohrke et al., 2004; Chathoth et al., 2006). 
Retrenchment actions taken by the organization aim to the reduction of operating costs, 
as well as to the reduction of organizational assets, especially those that are employed in 
operations and business divisions not generating profit, those that are underemployed, or 
those not even involved in the production process (Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and 
Robbins, 1993). According to Robbins and Pearce (1992), if the external causes were 
considered as the primary reasons for the downturn, the probability of a retrenchment 
phase is low and investment actions should be directed to new products, market expansion 
and serving new markets. If internal causes were the main reasons for the decline of the 
organization, the chance that the organization follows cost-cutting and assets reduction is 
high. 
 
2.2.3   Market Strategies 
 
During the Turnaround Process, the retrenchment stage’s integration leads to the next or 
second stage, known as “recovery”, wherein the firm should carry out systematic 
investments, in order to achieve development and growth -if the previous stage is 
successful (Robbins & Pearce, 1992). The recovery type of strategies adopted depends on 
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the factors affecting the turnaround. If these factors originated from the external 
environment, it means that companies mainly adopted strategic approaches. In this case 
two main Strategies constitute the Recovery stage or phase: Market Strategies and 
Innovation Strategies. Market Strategies require: Market Penetration, when aggressive 
marketing is adopted, Re-concentration/Segmentation, New Markets presence through 
export strategies and Market expansion through acquisitions.   
 
2.2.4   Innovation Strategies 
 
According to Drucker (1985), innovation is the means through which entrepreneurial 
economies come into being. However, the definition of innovation -as we understand it 
today- was provided by OECD (2004). Innovation is defined as the introduction of new 
or improved processes, products or services, based on new scientific or technical 
knowledge and organizational expertise. Bibeault (1982) suggested that innovation is a 
recovery strategy in the Turnaround Process. More specifically, he recognizes innovation 
as one of the two open options a company has during recovery (create new products, 
design new processes and production methods, expansion into new markets, etc.), while 
the second option is to expand through acquisition. Abouzeedan (2011) approaches 
innovation by investigating its effect on the SME’s performance. Avlonitis and Salavou 
(2007) suggest that innovation is a condition which is present in several areas of 
entrepreneurship and can be defined as the ability of a company to create and introduce 
products that will incorporate new features. 
 
In the past two decades, researchers begun to study the Turnaround Process in smaller 
firms. The research approach of Spanos et al. (2004) focused on Greek Small, Medium 
and Large enterprises, pointing out that SMEs compared to large firms are less able or 
willing to adopt and carry out strategies when facing a series of challenges. In the field of 
Turnaround Management, many research efforts were focused mainly on the relationship 
between each one of the Turnaround Strategies and the firm’s Performance. A serious 
gap, however, has so far been observed in the literature concerning the impact of a specific 
Turnaround Strategy Mix measured with the use of a TSMI on the SMEs’ Performance 
and Viability.  
 
This paper describes the efforts to evaluate the effects of a specific Turnaround Strategy 
Mix, measured with the use of a reliable and suitable TSMI, on the Greek SMEs’ 
performance and viability during recession in the years 2008-2013.                
 
3. Methods 
 
In order to evaluate the impact of the Turnaround Strategy Mix on the SMEs’ 
Performance and Viability, a quantitative research was conducted and primary data from 
SMEs allocated in the Ionian Islands of Greece for the period between October 2013 and 
February 2014 were gathered and analysed. These SMEs answered “yes” to the 
questionnaire’s first question “Do you consider that your business was affected by the 
financial crisis in a degree that a turnaround is required?” Two main scales of 36 items in 
total were included in the questionnaire for the TSMI. The items of the first scale -
“Retrenchment vs Investment”- were about retrenchment guidelines, such as cost-cutting 
(i.e. personnel, operating expenses, fixed assets reduction, product mix and inventory 
reduction), distribution channels and business units’ reduction, as well as investments, 
such as business expansion or joint venture capital, or holdings in other companies. The 
items of the second scale - “Complementary Turnaround Strategy”-, which was divided 
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into 3 subscales, were about top management level changes, operational restructuring of 
the organizational change subscale, product mix change, customer target group change 
for the market strategies subscale, innovative technologies, production procedures, 
product mix diversification and products development for innovation strategies.   The 
necessary data were collected using the TSMI, a valid and reliable tool, the Performance 
Measurement scale based on Roach’s (2011) scale and the Perceived Future Viability 
scale. The collected data were analysed with the use of a multiple linear regression 
analysis modelling. The conducted analysis will determine the impact of the Turnaround 
Strategy Mix on the SMEs’ Performance and Viability, taking into consideration the 
effects of the economic crisis.                     
 
3.1    Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
 
Based on the Robbins and Pearce (1992) research approach model and the Turnaround 
Process as a stage theory (Chowdhury, D.S., 2002), the TSMI -as a valid and reliable 
measurement instrument- enables SMEs’ owners/managers to collect all necessary data 
after the implementation of the Turnaround Strategies. The relevant statistical analysis 
data will illustrate the impact of the Turnaround Strategies on performance and viability 
during adverse economic circumstances. This study uses this prototype measurement 
instrument which was developed and introduced by the researcher (previously accepted 
paper to be published), in order to gain valuable information about each strategy’s scale 
items content and the specific actions included in these sets of strategies (Retrenchment 
vs Investment, Organizational Change, Market Strategies and Innovation Strategies). The 
TSMI -as seen in Table 3.1- consists of 36 items, divided into two scales -the 
“Retrenchment vs Investment” scale and the “Complementary Turnaround Strategies” 
scale. The second scale comprises of three subscales: Organizational Change –that 
includes top management level changes and operational restructuring-, Market Strategies 
–that includes product mix change and customer target group change- and Innovation 
Strategies –includes innovative technologies, production procedures, product mix 
diversification and products development. The first scale (“Retrenchment vs Investment”) 
includes 14 items, in an attempt to determine if the SME in question reacted to the 
economic crisis with Retrenchment or Investment, while the second scale 
(“Complementary Turnaround Strategy”) includes 22 items in three subscales, namely 
the “Organizational Change” that includes 9 items and seeks to identify any 
organizational changes in the SME’s  structure, the “Market Strategies” that includes 6 
items and seeks to identify the SME’s market strategies, and the “Innovation Strategies” 
that includes 7 items and seeks to identify the SME’s innovation strategies (Parginos, 
2014). 
   
3.2    Performance and Perceived Future Viability Measurement Instruments 
 
This study aims to evaluate the impact of the presented Turnaround Strategy Mix on the 
SMEs’ Performance and Viability. For the Performance’s evaluation, the researcher used 
Roach’s (2011) tested and published reliable scale that measures the small and Medium-
sized enterprises, including 8 items allocated into two main categories. As seen in Table 
3.3, the first category seeks to identify the overall performance, while the second category 
seeks to identify the business’s fundamentals evolvement. On the other hand, the 
researcher, in order to evaluate the SMEs’ Viability, created the Perceived Future 
Viability instrument scale, which consists of 35 items allocated into six main categories, 
as seen in Table 3.2 in an attempt to evaluate how the SMEs’ fundamentals will evolve 
in a year from now. More specifically, the first category includes 5 items for the 
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evaluation of the SME’s human resources; the second category includes 6 items for the 
evaluation of the SME’s capital assets; the third category includes 7 items for the 
evaluation of the SME’s capital adequacy; the fourth category includes 6 items for the 
evaluation of the SME’s production capacity; the fifth category includes 6 items for the 
evaluation of the SME’s market position and finally the sixth category includes 5 items 
for the evaluation of the SME’s economic efficiency. The present study, in order to 
evaluate the TSMI effects on the SME’s performance and viability, assesses the average 
score of these two measurement instruments. To that end, a Cronbach’s alpha reliability 
analysis will be conducted, to test the instrument’s reliability and internal consistency.    
  
3.3    Testing the validity of TSMI 
The reliability and validity of the TSMI was proved through a two–phase process. Firstly, 
the TSMI was assessed by 5 independent experts, who proposed some changes. In order 
to improve the instrument’s consistency, the last two questions from the Market Strategies 
scale were moved to the Innovation Strategies scale, while some altering in wording was 
done to improve the content. In the second phase of testing, the TSMI was subjected to 
several tests for its validity (face and content), reliability, construct validity and internal 
consistency (Neuman, 2003; Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2007; Williams et al., 2010). In 
particular, three hypotheses were designed to cover these tests. Each hypothesis was 
designed to test every issue separately; hypothesis 1 was for face and content validity, 
hypothesis 2 covered the scale’s construct validity and hypothesis 3 tested internal 
consistency. 
According to Beeri (2009), face validity is a consensus method for measuring validity 
and examines whether the theoretical background and the TSMI measurement method fit. 
The content validity ensures that the TSMI includes every aspect of the Turnaround 
Management Strategies. Construct validity has to be tested, as the TSMI includes multiple 
indicators. Internal consistency reliability defines the consistency of the results delivered, 
ensuring that the TSMI’s various items -measuring different constructs- deliver consistent 
scores.                                
3.4    Research Model  
 
 The presented research model (figure 3.1) describes the Crisis Effect on “Retrenchment 
vs Investment”, as well as on “Market Strategies”, which in turn affect the SME’s 
Performance and Viability. Additionally, “Organizational Change”, as well as 
“Investment vs Retrenchment”, affect “Innovation” and “Market Strategies”, which in 
turn, and in conjunction with the Crisis Effect on the SMEs, affect their Performance and 
Viability. The researcher conducted a multiple linear regression analysis, in order to 
validate the relationships between variables.  The variables used in this analysis were the 
four Turnaround Strategies -Organizational Change, Retrenchment vs Investment, 
Market Strategies and Innovation-, the Performance and Viability of SMEs, and finally 
the Crisis Effect on SMEs. The five regressions are illustrated in Figure 1 and analysed 
in the next section. Multiple regression analysis was chosen because it was used in 
previous articles and was proven suitable for this kind of research on SMEs (Barker & 
Duhaime, 1997; Caloghirou, Protogerou, Spanos & Papagiannakis, 2004; Mariani & 
Panaro, 2012; Soininen et al. 2013).     
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3.5    Research Hypotheses  
 
The Research Model’s hypotheses are built upon a number of Turnaround Strategies 
included   in the Turnaround Strategy Mix.   
Table 3.1 Turnaround Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI) 
                                                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scale 1: Retrenchment vs Investment (14 items)  
 
“How did your business react to the conditions 
created by the economic crisis? Reduced or 
increased?” (Use a score from 1 to 7, where 1 
means reduced too much and 7 means increased 
too much).  
1) “Personnel expenditure”,  
2) “Advertising expenditure”,  
3) “Fixed assets rent or maintain expenditure”,  
4) “Equipment rent or maintain expenditure”,  
5) “Operating expenses”,  
6) “Products variety”,  
7) “Quality standards for goods or services”,  
8) “Number of customers/volume of orders that 
can serve at a given time”,  
9) “The available stock of goods or raw materials 
or supplies”,  
10) “The frequency and intensity of quality 
control”,  
11) “The ability to serve its customers in general”,  
12) “The number of markets served”,   
13) “The investment capital to develop the 
business unit”,  
14) “Its holdings in other companies”. 
Retrenchment vs Investment scale is a single 
instrument in which exist the emerged from the 
EFA 3 factors.  
 
 
Scale 1 and Scale 2 compose the Turnaround 
Strategies Measurement Instrument (TSMI). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
Scale 2: Complementary Turnaround Strategies 
(22 items) 
  
To address the crisis, your business, proceeded 
to…” (Use a score from 1 to 7, where 1, means: 
completely disagree and 7, means completely 
agree).  
Organizational Change 
1) “Changes in the top level management team”,  
2) “Personnel evaluation”, 
3) “Operational restructuring”, 
4) “Personnel replacement due to reduced 
performance”,  
5) “Get help from external consultants”,  
6) “Eliminate existing business units or creation of 
new ones”,  
7) “Promoting efficient employees”,  
8) “Recruitment of experienced managers”,  
9) “Change in customer target group profile”,  
Market Strategies 
10) “Change strategy promotion/advertising its 
products/services”,  
11) “Change its products/services prices”,  
12) “Attract new customers”,  
13) “End low value customers’ cooperation”,  
14) “Assess customer needs for better service”,  
15) “Adoption of new selling innovative 
processes", 
16) “Introduction of new products/goods/services 
or the renewal of the existing ones”, 
Innovation Strategies 
17) “Integration of new and innovative 
technologies”,  
18) “New methods implementation for 
products/goods/services sales”  
19) “Introducing innovative 
products/goods/services”,  
20) “Search for innovative processes to reduce 
fixed or operating costs”,  
21) “Innovative management procedures 
adoption”,  
22) “Innovative methods of the promotion and 
advertising its products/ goods/services”,  
  
Complementary Turnaround Strategies (which is 
dividing into 3 subscales) it is also another single 
instrument in which exist the emerged from the 
EFA 3 factors. 
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Table 3.2 Perceived (Future) Viability Measurement Instrument
 
 
Table 3.3 Performance Measurement Scale
 
Please assess how your business fundamentals will evolve in a year from now
(Use a score from -3 to +3, were -3 reduced to much and +3 increased to much)
Factor 1 - Human Resources
1. The employees number adecuacy to meet operatinal needs
2. The human resources quality (training and skills)
3. The employees performance
4. Employees respond to management targets
5. The employees complaints volume to the management
Factor 2 - Capital Assets
1. The facilities adequacy to meet the enetrprise's needs
2. The enterprise's facilities quality/functionality 
3. The enterprise's adequacy for equipment and logistics
4. The enterprise's equipment and logistics quality/functionality
5. The enterprise's facilities and equipment maintenance level
6. The enterprise's renewal degree for equipment and facilities
Factor 3 - Capital Adequacy
1. The enterprise's capital adequacy to meet operational needs
2. The enterprise's adequacy for new business investments
3. The enterprise's adequacy to meet debt needs
4. The frequency that enterpise cannot meet its debt needs due to decline
5. The company's ability to raise new funds through borrowing
6. The enterprise's ability to meet its debt needs
7. The enterprise's ability to meet its total debt needs
Factor 4 - Production Capacity
1. The enterprise's ability to meet the demand for its products/services
2. The enterprise's products/services produced quality 
3. The cost per produced or sold product/service
4. The enterprise's ability to respond immediately to a sudden demand
    increase for its products/services
5. The stock of goods / products and raw materials
6. The range of products/goods/services that the enterprise produces/sells/provides
Factor 5 - Marketplace
1. The sales volume
2. The share in the core market that enterprise operates
3. The competition
4. The loyalty customers number
5. The percentage of complainants customers
6. The enterprise's awareness brand in the market
Factor 6 - Economic Performance
1. The enterprise's yearly turnover
2. The earnings before interests and taxes (EBIT) 
3. The net profits after taxes
4. The enterprise's operating income to meet its operating expenses
5. The average profit rate per sold product/good/service
Perceived (Future) Viability Scale
Please assess your agreement to the following statements
(Use a score from  1 to 7, were 1 totally disagree  and 7 totally agree)
1. Overall business performnce meet my expectations
2. Overall business performance surpassed that of main competitors 
3. I am very satisfied concerning overall business performance
In relation to your enterprise's main competitors
(Use a score from  -3 to +3, were -3 much less   and  +3 much more)
1. Total sales of your business are…
2. Total earnings before interests and taxes of your business are... 
3. The ability of yourbusiness to raise new funds is…. 
4. The availability and personell quality of your business are…
5. Total debts of your business are…
Performance Measurement Scale (Roach, 2011)
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Figure 3.1 Research Model 
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The Research Model’s hypotheses are built upon a number of Turnaround Strategies 
included   in the Turnaround Strategy Mix. These Turnaround Strategies, according to 
Robbins and Pearce (1992), are corresponding to a three-stage Turnaround Process which 
is considered crucial for the SME’s performance recovery and viability. The severity of 
the situation determines the need for Turnaround, which in turn influences the SME’s 
Retrenchment or Investment policies to be followed. Retrenchment/Investment, which is 
the Turnaround Process’s second stage, is needed for stabilization. The implementation 
of this stage influences the Turnaround Market and Innovation Strategies, which have a 
significant effect on the SME’s Performance and Viability. Therefore 5 hypotheses are 
set up to test the relationship between the Turnaround Strategies Mix and the Performance 
and Viability indicators, as shown in Figure 2  
           
3.5.1 Influence of Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy as well as Crisis 
Effect on an SME on the Retrenchment vs Investment Turnaround Strategy. 
Cater and Schwab (2008) studied the impact of organizational change on the performance 
and viability of small family firms. They concluded that the Organizational Change 
Turnaround Strategy plays an important role, helping small firms employ Retrenchment 
vs Investment Turnaround Strategies for performance recovery and viability. Therefore, 
the following hypotheses are determined, in order to consider the implementation of the 
Organization Change Turnaround Strategies:         
 
H1: The Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy and the Crisis Effect on SMEs have 
a significant effect on the Retrenchment vs Investment Turnaround Strategy. 
 
Crisis Effect on SMEs 
Retrenchment 
vs Investment 
Organization
al Change 
Market 
Strategies 
Innovation 
Strategies 
Performa
nce 
Future 
Viability  
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3.5.2 Influence of Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy, Crisis Effect on an 
SME, an SME’s Innovation Turnaround Strategies as well as SME’s Retrenchment 
vs Investment Turnaround Strategy on Turnaround Market Strategies  
 The fact that innovation strategies aim to develop and maintain a competitive advantage 
through differentiation or cost leadership is a fundamental direction for a company that 
wishes to enter a market and survive (Spanos et al. 2001; Porter, 1980). Other researchers 
suggest cost-cutting policies as the right reaction during a recession, after a successful 
organizational change (Cater and Schwab, 2008; Sing and Yip, 2000). The following 
hypotheses are determined to test these strategies’ influence on the Turnaround Market 
and Innovation Strategies:   
                        
H2: The Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy, the Crisis Effect on an SME, an 
SME’s Innovation Turnaround Strategies as well as an SME’s Retrenchment vs 
Investment Turnaround Strategy have a significant effect on an SME’s Market 
Turnaround Strategies. 
 
H3: The Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy and the Retrenchment vs 
Investment Turnaround Strategy have a significant effect on an SME’s Innovation 
Turnaround Strategies.  
 
3.5.3 Influence of Turnaround Market Strategies, Crisis Effect on an SME, as well as 
an SME’s Innovation Turnaround Strategies on Performance and Future Viability.  
Aggressive market responses, such as diversification, niching, market development, 
product development and market penetration, have been suggested by Boyle and Desai 
(1991) as the key Turnaround strategies that should be employed by small firms for 
performance recovery and viability. Other researchers suggest that market strategies, such 
as product–market re-orientation, investment, and import marketing, should be combined 
with innovative strategies, such as innovative products and innovative productive 
procedures, for performance recovery and viability (Davila et al. 2006; Slatter, 1984). 
Therefore, the following hypotheses are determined to test these strategies’ influence on 
Performance and Viability:                        
 
H4: The Market Turnaround Strategies, the Crisis Effect on an SME and SME’s 
Innovation Strategies have a significant effect on an SME’s Performance. 
 
H5: The Market Turnaround Strategies, the Crisis Effect on an SME as well as an SME’s 
Innovation Turnaround Strategies have a significant effect on an SME’s Future Viability. 
 
3.6    Sample 
In order to conduct this study, the researcher chose 550 Small and Medium sized 
Enterprises from the Ionian Islands and from various business sectors -in a stratified 
random sample- and sent them questionnaires with demographic questions and scale 
items. From these 550 questionnaires, 352 responded. However, only 209 businesses had 
answered the first question, which was “Do you consider that your business was affected 
by the financial crisis in a degree that a turnaround is required?”, thus only these 209 
responses were taken into consideration. This accomplished a 38% response rate. The 
questionnaires concerned the period from October 2013 to February 2014 and the sample 
of companies, depending on their business sector, included 48 companies from the 
services sector (22.97%), 5 from constructions (2.39%), 16 from manufacturing (7.66%), 
6 from fisheries (2.87%), 35 from tourism (16.74%), 61 from retail (29.19%), 14 from 
wholesale (6.70%), 10 from transportation (4.78%), and 14 from other business sectors  
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(6.70%). Regarding the respondents’ gender, 164 were male (78.47%) and 45 were 
female (21.53%). 
Figure 3.2 Research Hypotheses 
 
 
The distribution of the respondents according to age was: 17-25 (2.4%), 26-35 (28.4%), 
36-45 (25.0%), 46-55 (24.0%), and 56 or above (20.2%). The distribution of the 
respondents’ educational background was as follows: Legal (1.0%), 
Economics/Management (31.4%), IT/New Technologies (6.3%), Classical (1.3%), 
Positive Sciences (7.7%), Medical/Paramedical (4.3%), Polytechnic (5.8%), 
Technological (15.0%), General Education (15.9%) and Other (11.1%).        
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4.    Findings & Discussion 
 
4.1    Findings from testing the TSMI 
The first phase of analysis concerns the TSMI test. For that purpose, three hypotheses 
were tested.  
 
Hypothesis 1 is supported by the external experts who evaluated the measurement 
instrument’s content and validity, after suggesting some necessary adjustments. 
 
Hypothesis 2 was tested with an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to evaluate the 
construct validity of a scale, test the instrument (i.e. questionnaire), or examine the 
structure or relationship between variables (Williams et al., 2010). In order to test this 
hypothesis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin score was calculated for the two main scales; 
“Retrenchment vs Investment” and “Complementary Turnaround Strategy”. The result 
for the first scale was 0.852, and for the second scale 0.897. Considering that the 
recommended value for the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin score is 0.60, the scales present high 
appropriateness for the EFA. 
 
In addition, Bartlett’s test of sphericity for both scales was found to be statistically 
significant at p<0.001. These results reveal relatively compact correlations patterns 
between items, which means reliable item clusters. The items were also normally 
distributed. Something that enhances the factorability test. 
 
Furthermore, in order to examine the TSMI’s representative reliability scores, the 
participants’ demographic characteristics were also analysed. Based on the categories of 
their gender, age groups and educational background, a one-way ANOVA was conducted 
to compare the differences in mean values between groups. 
 
The analysis showed that in a percentage of 95% mean values were stable across the 
groups for both TSMI scales. The above findings in total support Hypothesis 3, 
confirming that the TSMI has internal consistency, equivalence reliability and 
representative reliability (Parginos, 2014).    
                       
4.1    Multiple Regression Analysis Findings 
In order to evaluate the Turnaround Strategy mix in SMEs in Greece, 5 multiple 
regression analyses were performed in the data collected, using the TSMI and their results 
are presented below. These regressions are also illustrated in Figure 1. All Hypotheses 
were accepted. Thus, all the dependent variables are affected by the independent 
variables. 
 
In particular, in the first regression, the researcher tested the hypothesis that the 
Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy and Crisis Effect on SMEs have a significant 
effect on the Retrenchment vs Investment Strategy. The results showed that both 
independent variables selected, as well as the constant, were determined to be statistically 
significant (P=0.000) in explaining the dependent variable, which is Retrenchment vs 
Investment. As expected, Organizational Change and the constant factor had a positive 
effect on Retrenchment vs Investment. On the contrary, Crisis Effect had a negative effect 
on Retrenchment vs Investment. Regarding the effects of the Organizational Change 
Turnaround Strategy on Retrenchment vs Investment, the coefficient of the first 
regression was 0.138. The coefficient was estimated at -0.22 for the variable Crisis Effect. 
The Correlation between variables was R2 = 0.392, which means that 39.2% of the 
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dependent variables was explained by the independent variables. Finally, ANOVA was 
statistically significant (P=0.000). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is accepted.  
 
Regarding the second regression performed, the researcher examined whether the 
Organizational Change Turnaround Strategy, the Crisis Effect, the SME’s Innovation 
Turnaround Strategies, as well as the Retrenchment vs Investment Strategy have a 
significant effect on the Market Turnaround Strategies and in what way. Surprisingly, the 
result of this regression showed that the constant factor did not have a statistically 
significant (P=0.000) influence on the dependent variable (Turnaround Market Strategies) 
and that the variable Crisis Effect on SMEs had a positive and statistically significant 
(P=0.000) effect on the Market Turnaround Strategies. The three Turnaround Strategies 
of the regressions were also found to have a positive effect on the Market Turnaround 
Strategies, and were statistically significant (P=0.000). 
 
The effect on the Market Turnaround Strategies from the Organizational Change, 
Retrenchment vs Investment and the Innovation Turnaround Strategies was estimated at 
0.173, 0.259 and 0.375 respectively. The Crisis Effect on an SME on the Market 
Turnaround Strategies was estimated and its coefficient was calculated at 0.193. The 
Correlation between variables was R2 = 0.716, which means that 76.1% of the dependent 
variables is explained by the independent variables and the ANOVA was statistically 
significant (P=0.000). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is accepted. 
 
In the third regression, the researcher tested if Organizational Change and Retrenchment 
vs Investment are affecting Innovation. It was found that the constant and both these 
Turnaround Strategies had a positive effect on Innovation and that they were statistically 
significant (P=0.000). When examining the combined effects of Organizational Change 
and Retrenchment vs Investment on Innovation, the coefficients were calculated at 0.453 
and 0.409 respectively. The Correlation between variables was R2 = 0.59, which means 
that 59% of the dependent variables is explained by the independent variables and 
ANOVA was statistically significant (P=0.000). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 is accepted. 
 
The fourth regression examined the effects of the Market Turnaround Strategies, 
Innovation, and the Crisis Effect on Performance. The results showed that the Market 
Turnaround Strategies and the Innovation Turnaround Strategies had a positive effect on 
Performance, along with the constant factor. On the other hand, Crisis Effect had a 
negative effect on Performance. All variables had a statistically significant (P=0.000) 
effect on Performance, although the Market Turnaround Strategies’ variable was 
statistically significant (P=0.000) at a 0.05 significance level, rather than at a 0.01 
significance level. The coefficients of Market Turnaround Strategies, Innovation 
Turnaround Strategies, and Crisis Effect on Performance were found to be 0.222, 0.259, 
and -0.523 respectively. The Correlation between variables was R2 = 0.579, which means 
that 57.9% of the dependent variables is explained by the independent variables and that 
ANOVA proved to be statistically significant (P=0.000). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 is 
accepted. 
 
Finally, in the fifth regression, the researcher tested whether the Market Turnaround 
Strategies, the Innovation Turnaround Strategies and the Crisis Effect have a significant 
effect on the SME’s Viability. The results showed that there was a positive influence from 
the Market, and Innovation Turnaround Strategies and the constant factor. The Crisis 
Effect on an SME had, as expected, a negative influence on Viability. All variables were 
statistically significant (P=0.000) for the regression. However, Innovation was 
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statistically significant at 0.05. The coefficients of the Market Turnaround Strategies and 
Innovation Turnaround Strategies regarding the Viability of an SME were found to be 
0.193 and 0.101. Finally, the coefficient of the Crisis Effect, when estimated for the 
Viability of an SME, was found to be -0.197. The Correlation between variables was R2 
= 0.476, which means that 47.6% of the dependent variables is explained by the 
independent variables and ANOVA was found to be statistically significant (P=0.000). 
 
As a general observation, we could say that in all regressions, with the exception of the 
effect on the Market Turnaround Strategies, where there was no statistical significance 
(P=0.000), the constant factor had the largest coefficients, compared to the rest of the 
independent variables. Additionally, Crisis Effect had a negative influence on almost all 
regressions, with the exception of the effect on the Market Turnaround Strategies where 
it had a positive effect. The economic crisis’ negative effect on SMEs was also confirmed 
by other studies (Hodorogel, 2009; Sannajust, 2014; Soininen, Puumalainen, Sjögrén & 
Syrjä, 2012).    
                       
4.2    Discussion 
A significant lack of applied knowledge on the availability of measurement instruments 
has been noted by several researchers (Barker & Duhaime, 1997; Beeri, 2009). The aim 
of this study is to examine the effect of a Turnaround Strategy mix on an SME’s 
Performance and Viability with the use of specific measurement instruments, while taking 
into consideration the deep economic recession years that Greece has faced. The need for 
such measurement instruments -particularly for SMEs- using evidence from Greece and 
taking into consideration the effects of the economic crisis is clearly obvious. This was 
achieved through the construction and use of two main sets of scales for the two main 
categories of Turnaround Strategies; the Retrenchment vs Investment scale and the 
Complementary Turnaround Strategies scale -that includes 3 subscales as well as the 
Future Viability scale. The test results showed that so the TSMI as the Performance and 
Future Viability scales are valid and reliable measurement instruments. The reliability of 
the TSMI, Performance and Future Viability scales, which were used in order to collect 
the data needed for the analysis, were examined by calculating each scale’s Cronbach’s 
Alpha. Some scales were found to be reliable (Very Good), while some others were found 
to be Excellent. 
 
All Hypotheses were accepted, which means that the independent variables had a 
significant effect on the dependent variables. Regarding the Correlation between 
variables and R2, the highest explanatory value was found at the third hypothesis; the 
effect of the Organizational Change Turnaround Strategies, the Retrenchment vs 
Investment Turnaround Strategy, the Innovation Turnaround Strategies and the Crisis 
Effect on the Market Turnaround Strategies. The value of R2 was 0.716, which means 
that 71.6% of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. On the 
other hand, the lowest R2 was found in the first hypothesis, where the Organizational 
Change Turnaround Strategy and the Crisis Effect have an effect on Retrenchment vs 
Investment, which had a value of 0.392. This means that only 39.2% of the dependent 
variable is explained by the independent variables, while the rest depends on other factors. 
It was also found that, for almost all cases, the Crisis Effect had a negative and statistically 
significant (P=0.000) effect on the Turnaround Strategies, including Performance and 
Viability of the SME. Additionally, the relationships between Turnaround Strategies were 
positive and statistically important, while the combination of Market Strategies and 
Innovation Strategies had a positive effect both on Performance and Viability of an SME. 
Finally, other factors, represented with the constant in the regressions, were statistically 
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significant (P=0.000) in almost all regressions performed. As a result, SMEs that cope 
with the financial crisis will have a better perception of the appropriate Turnaround 
Strategies, something that will contribute to their successful recovery, survival and 
sustainability.    
                      
5.    Conclusions & Implications 
 
5.1    Conclusions 
This paper examined the effect of a Turnaround Strategy mix on an SME Performance 
and Viability, while taking into consideration the deep economic recession years that 
Greece has faced. The instruments created and used to implement the analysis –TSMI 
and the perceived Future Viability instrument- were reliable, since all their items were 
found to be reliable, under Cronbach’s Alpha. By evaluating the effects of the Turnaround 
Strategies and the economic crisis on Performance and Viability, we conclude that all the 
Turnaround Strategies help each other, and, in turn, can help an SME achieve better 
performance and viability. On the other hand, as it was expected, the economic crisis had 
negative effects on almost all the Turnaround Strategies, as well as on the Performance 
and Viability of an SME.        
              
5.2    Implications 
Regarding future implications, this paper has succeeded in evaluating the effect of the 
Turnaround Strategies on the Performance and Viability of SMEs in the volatile 
environment of recession in Greece. 
This paper has shown the importance of the TSMI and the Turnaround Strategy Mix, as 
well as its further use. This research can be used in other regions of Greece or even other 
countries that face or faced recession. It doesn’t only serve the purpose of explaining, but 
also to help decide on the desired Turnaround Strategies that an SME should follow 
during recession, in order to return to profitable outcomes. The proved reliability of the 
Instruments can be very useful for research on SMEs and their Turnaround Strategies. 
 
Future researches can use this model either as it is, or by implementing other variables. 
Finally, it may be useful to implement the variables determined by these instruments to 
other models on SMEs or evolve the TSMI and the model used for SMEs for other 
businesses, such as large enterprises. This model can be used by government 
organizations, business advisors or the managers of SMEs, to measure the level of 
effectiveness of each Strategy. Although this research adds a reliable instrument to the 
already existing knowledge basis of scales’ measurement instruments, further research 
should be carried out to investigate the relationship between the TSMI and the SME’s 
performance and viability. 
The fact that this research was conducted by the researcher in the region of Ionian Islands, 
during the period of October 2013 to February 2014 is a limitation that suggests the need 
for further research in other Greek regions or other countries. 
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APENDIX 
 
Correlation Matrix for TSMI factors (Cronbach's alpha in parentheses) N=209 
  
Mea
n 
SD 1 1A 1B 1C 2 2A  2B 2C 
1 Investment vs 
Retrenchment 
3.73 
0.7
6 
(.870
) 
        
      
1A Core 
Capabilities 
4.03 
0.8
2 
.846*
* 
(.857
) 
      
      
1B Marketing 
& Investment 
3.97 
1.2
1 
.870*
* 
.658*
* 
(.824
) 
    
      
1C Variable & 
Fixed Costs 
3.03 
0.9
3 
.598*
* 
.234*
* 
.306*
* 
(.78
6) 
  
      
2 
Complementar
y Turnaround 
Strategies 
4.86 
1.0
1 
.358*
* 
.387*
* 
.441*
* 
-
.066 
(.926
) 
      
2A 
Organizational 
Change 
4.27 
1.3
0 
.234*
* 
2,82*
* 
.318*
* 
-
.119 
.872*
* 
(.881
)     
2B Market 
Strategies  
5.11 
1.0
1 
.348*
* 
.380*
* 
.399*
* 
-
.030 
.794*
* 
.515*
* 
(.794
)   
2C Innovation 
Strategies 
5.41 
1.2
3 
.364*
* 
.353*
* 
.428*
* 
.011 
.845*
* 
,537*
* 
,653*
* 
(.92
0) 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Overall business performnce meet my expectations 0,778
2. Overall business performance surpassed that of main competitors 0,763
3. I am very satisfied concerning overall business performance 0,773
4. Total sales of your business are… 0,766
5. Total earnings before interests and taxes of your business are... 0,764
6. The ability of yourbusiness to raise new funds is…. 0,787
7. The availability and personell quality of your business are… 0,788
8. Total debts of your business are… 0,926
Cronbach's 
Alpha
Performance Measurement Instrument Reliability Analysis
378 
 
 
 
1. The employees number adecuacy to meet operatinal needs 0,952
2. The human resources quality (training and skills) 0,952
3. The employees performance 0,953
4. Employees respond to management targets 0,953
5. The employees complaints volume to the management 0,957
6. The facilities adequacy to meet the enetrprise's needs 0,953
7. The enterprise's facilities quality/functionality 0,953
8. The enterprise's adequacy for equipment and logistics 0,953
9. The enterprise's equipment and logistics quality/functionality 0,952
10. The enterprise's facilities and equipment maintenance level 0,952
11. The enterprise's renewal degree for equipment and facilities 0,952
12. The enterprise's capital adequacy to meet operational needs 0,952
13. The enterprise's adequacy for new business investments 0,952
14. The enterprise's adequacy to meet debt needs 0,952
15. The frequency that enterpise cannot meet its debt needs due to decline 0,956
16. The company's ability to raise new funds through borrowing 0,952
17. The enterprise's ability to meet its debt needs 0,952
18. The enterprise's ability to meet its total debt needs 0,956
19. The enterprise's ability to meet the demand for its products/services 0,952
20. The enterprise's products/services produced quality 0,952
21. The cost per produced or sold product/service 0,957
22. The enterprise's ability to respond immediately to a sudden demand
    increase for its products/services
23. The stock of goods / products and raw materials 0,953
24. The range of products/goods/services that the enterprise produces/sells/provides 0,952
25. The sales volume 0,951
26. The share in the core market that enterprise operates 0,952
27. The competition 0,960
28. The loyalty customers number 0,952
29. The percentage of complainants customers 0,956
30. The enterprise's awareness brand in the market 0,953
31. The enterprise's yearly turnover 0,951
32. The earnings before interests and taxes (EBIT) 0,951
33. The net profits after taxes 0,951
34. The enterprise's operating income to meet its operating expenses 0,952
35. The average profit rate per sold product/good/service 0,952
0,952
Cronbach's 
Alpha
Future Viability Measurent Instrument Reliability Analysis
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Appendix E  
 Greek Ionian Islands' Gross Value Added per Business Sector for the 
Year 2011 
 
Source: Source: EL. STAT (statistics.gr) Business Register 
 
 SMEs Number & Percentage per Ionian Island to the Total 
 
Source: Source: EL. STAT (statistics.gr) Business Register 
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 Corfu & Paxos Islands SMEs Allocation per Business Sector  
 
Source: Survey's Questionnaires 2013 – 2014 
 
 Zante Island SMEs Allocation per Business Sector  
 
Source: Survey's Questionnaires 2013 – 2014 
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 Cephalonia & Ithaca Islands SMEs Allocation per Business Sector  
 
Source: Survey's Questionnaires 2013 – 2014 
 
 Lefkada Island SMEs Allocation per Business Sector of Origin 
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Source: Survey's Questionnaires 2013 – 2014 
 Cythera Island SMEs Allocation per Business Sector of Origin 
 
Source: Survey's Questionnaires 2013 – 2014 
